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PREFACE, 


The  writer  must  apologise  to  all  purchasers  of  his 
first  volume  for  his  delay  in  completing  the  second. 
He  confesses  that,  when  the  first  volume  appeared, 
he  had  under-estimated  the  difficulties  attendant  on 
finishing  his  work,  and  had  formed  too  sanguine  an 
expectation  as  to  the  time  when  the  second  volume 
would  be  published.  A  temporary  publication,  con- 
taining about  half  of  the  present  volume,  was  issued 
in  November,  1904:,  and  the  writer  then  explained  the 
circumstances  that  prevented  his  earlier  completion  of 
the  entire  work.  He  must  acknowledge  that  on  that 
occasion  he  again  made  too  hopeful  an  estimate  of  the 
time  which  would  be  required  to  finish  the  second 
volume.  For  this  he  must  express  his  sincere  regret. 
But  he  may  perhaps  be  allowed  to  say  that  he  after- 
wards found  that,  in  order  to  carry  out  his  design  of 
a  complete  treatise  on  the  law  of  Vendor  and 
Purchaser,  he  was  obliged  to  write  at  far  greater 
length  than  he  had  expected.  In  particular,  he 
thought  it  necessary  to  add  an  entire  chapter,  which 
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IV  PREFACE. 

he  had  not  previously  contemplated — that  on  the 
Discharge  of  the  Contract. 

The  order  of  the  subjects  proposed  for  consideration 
in  Volume  II.  has  been  changed  since  the  publication 
of  Volume  I.  The  second  volume  begins  with  the 
discussion  of  the  grounds  for  avoiding  the  contract, 
and  then  treats  successively  of  Mistake,  Fraud,  Mis- 
representation, Duress  and  Undue  Influence,  Illegality 
in  the  Contract,  and  Personal  Incapacity.  Then 
come  chapters  on  Incapacity  in  equity  arising  from 
the  relations  between  the  parties  (such  as  the  disability 
of  a  trustee  or  an  agent  for  sale) ;  on  the  Discharge 
of  the  Contract;  and  on  the  Remedies  for  breach  of 
the  contract,  including  the  consideration  of  the 
remedies  available  in  any  respect  after  completion  of 
the  purchase.  And  the  book  ends  with  a  chapter  on 
the  Sale  of  registered  land. 

The  writer  has  pursued  the  plan  adopted  in  the 
first  volume  of  not  avoiding  the  discussion  of  difficult 
or  doubtful  j^oints.  These  have  proved  to  be  so 
numerous  that  his  adherence  to  this  design  has  cer- 
tainly contributed  to  retard  the  completion  of  his 
treatise :  but  for  this  he  hopes  to  meet  with  the 
reader's  indulgence.  He  may  mention  that  at  the 
very  outset  he  has  found  himself  beset  with  many 
doubts  and  difficulties  as  to  the  true  theor}^  of  English 
law  with  resjDect  to  mistake  as  a  ground  of  avoiding  a 
contract.     The  view  he  has  put  forward  is  warranted, 
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lie  believes,  by  the  English  authorities ;  and  it  is 
supported  by  the  statements  made  in  the  late  Mr. 
Benjamin's  classical  treatise  on  Sale.  On  the  other 
hand,  it  seems  to  conflict  with  the  opinion  maintained 
b}'  Mr.  Justice  0.  W.  Holmes  of  the  Suj^reme  Court 
of  the  United  States,  who  is  ^^erhaps  the  most  brilliant 
and  original  of  all  living  writers  on  the  Common  Law, 
and  with  that  adopted  by  Professor  Holland.  And  it 
is  with  extreme  diffidence  that  the  writer  ventures  to 
criticise  their  conclusions  (a).  The  question,  how  far 
mistake  is  available,  either  as  a  ground  of  avoiding  a 
contract  for  the  sale  of  land  at  law,  or  of  resisting  its 
specific  performance  in  equity,  was  raised  in  an  acute 
form  in  the  recent  case  of  Van  Praagh  v.  Everidge(h)^ 
which  unfortunately  went  off  in  the  Court  of  Appeal 
on  the  point  of  non-compliance  with  the  4th  section  of 
the  Statute  of  Frauds.  The  writer  has  fully  discussed 
this  case  in  both  of  these  aspects  (c).  Another  difficult 
point,  relating  partly  to  the  law  of  mistake  and  partly 
to  that  of  misrepresentation,  is  the  effect  upon  the 
contract  at  law  and  in  equity  of  non-disclosure  by 
the  vendor  of  a  latent  defect  of  quality,  of  which  he 
is  aware ;  and  the  authorities  on  this  point  have  been 
carefully  considered  (c?).  A  full  examination  has  been 
made  of  the  questions,  whether  one  may  well  claim 

(a)  See  pp.  067,  608,  and  note(-/). 
\h)   1902,  2  Ch.  266;  1903,  1  Ch.  434. 

(c)  Pp.  678,  079,  093  and  note(p). 

(d)  See  pp.  681— 08S. 
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tlic  rectification  of  a  written  executory  agreement 
together  with  the  specific  performance  of  the  agree- 
ment as  rectified  (c),  and  whether  rectification  ought 
ever  to  bo  granted  where  the  mistake  has  been 
unilateral  and  not  common  to  both  parties  (/).  In 
coiniection  with  these  questions,  the  cases  of  3Iajj  v. 
Piatt {g\  Garrard  Y.  FranJcel(h\  Harris  v.  Fcpperell{i)^ 
Bloomer  v.  Spittle  [j)  and  Paget  v.  Marshall  {k)  have 
been  criticised.  Under  the  head  of  fraudulent  mis- 
rejDresentation,  the  much-discussed  case  of  Cornfoot  v. 
FozvIce{l)  has  been  considered;  and  it  is  suggested 
that  the  decision  there  given  may  yet  be  in  point 
where  an  agent  has  innocently  and  without  express 
authority  made  a  false  statement  as  to  some  fact,  on 
which  his  principal  was  accurately  informed,  and  it  is 
sought  on  this  ground  to  set  aside  the  contract  after 
completion  {m). 

The  writer  has  entered  a  strong  protest  (n)  against 
the  acceptance  as  law  of  the  decision  of  Bacon,  V.-C, 
in  Taylor  v.  Johnston  (o)  that  an  infant  is  capable  of 
making  a  perfectly  valid  gift  of  money  or  other 
choses  in  possession ;  he  has  remarked  upon  the  oft- 
cited  but  probably  misreported  dictum  of  Lord  Mans- 

(t)  Pp.  703—707.  (A.)  28  Ch.  D.  255. 

(/)  Pp.  710—719.  (?)  0  M.  &  W.  358. 

{(})   1900,  1  Ch.  616.  (m)  Pp.  737  and  note  («),  7-10, 

(A)  30  Beav.  445.  741. 

(i)  L.  E.  5  Eq.  1.  («)  P.  786,  note  («). 

(y)  L.  E.  13  Eq.  427.  (o)  19  Ch.  D.  603. 
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field  in  BucJdnghamshire  v.  Driir>j[p)'^  and  lie  lias 
discussed  the  question,  whether  an  infant,  wlio  has 
purchased  land  assured  to  him  in  fee  simple,  can 
recover  the  purchase-money  if  he  elect  to  avoid  the 
conveyance  (</).  Under  the  head  of  the  incapacity 
of  married  women  (a  subject  of  tlie  most  appalling- 
intricacy),  it  is  submitted  that  the  inconvenient  con- 
sequences of  the  decision  in  Re  HarJcness  and  Allsopp''s 
Contractor-)  are  not  so  easily  obviated  as  might  be 
supposed  from  the  decision  of  P'arwell,  J.,  in  lie 
West  and  Hardj/s  Contract  [s) ;  that  a  subsequent  \.wy- 
chaser's  objection  to  a  conveyance  by  a  married 
woman  alone  is  not  removed  by  the  fact  that  he  has 
no  notice  that  she  was  a  trustee ;  and  that,  as  the 
Married  Women's  Property  Act,  1882,  only  confers 
on  wives  a  special  and  not  a  general  ca^Dacity  to 
alienate  their  lands,  it  is  incumbent  on  any  person 
making  title  through  a  conveyance  by  a  married 
woman  alone  to  prove  either  that  she  was  entitled  to 
the  estate  assured  as  her  separate  propert}-,  or  that, 
if  she  were  a  trustee  thereof,  she  had  power  to  convey 
the  same  as  a  bare  trustee  (;^).  It  is  contended  that 
the  decision  of  Chitty,  J.,  in  Be  Ilodson  (u),  as  to  the 
capacity  of  a  married  woman  to  confirm  or  avoid  her 
voidable  convevance  or  contract  made  whilst  she  was 


(p)   2  Eden,  60,  72.  (s)  1904,  1  Ch.  145. 

{q)   Pp.  787  and  note  (n),  799.       {t)   Pp.  8^32— 834. 
(r)  1896,  2  Ch.  358.  (w)  1894,  2  Ch.  421, 
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an  infant  and  single,  is  at  variance  with  the  earlier 
authorities  on  this  point  in  equity  as  well  as  at 
law  (.?•);  and  further,  that  the  principle  followed  by 
the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Viditz  v.  0' Hag  an  {jj\  with 
reo-ard  to  the  incapacity  to  consent  imposed  on  a  wife 
bv  Austrian  law,  is  exactly  the  same  as  that  which 
deteraiined  the  rule  of  the  English  common  law(^). 
And  attention  has  been  called  to  the  unsatisfactory 
state  of  the  authorities  with  respect  to  the  devolution, 
when  a  corporation  is  dissolved,  of  lands  of  wliich  it 
was  seised  in  fee;  a  point  of  practical  importance 
owing  to  the  frequent  dissedution  of  companies  after 
being  wound  up  [a). 

In  dealing  with  the  subject  of  relative  disability  in 
equity  (^),  the  writer  has  put  forward  a  threefold  classi- 
fication in  preference  to  that  adopted  by  Mr.  Dart. 
In  connection  with  the  discharge  of  the  contract,  he 
has  discussed  the  question,  whether  the  parties  are 
entitled  to  restitutio  in  integrum  where  a  contract 
yiartlv  performed  is  discharged  by  mutual  assent  (c) ; 
he  has  also  examined  the  subject  of  discharge  for 
impossibility  of  2)erformance(^/).  Under  the  head  of 
the  remedies  for  breach  of  the  contract  (^),  he  has 
placed  first,  as  a  substantive  remedy  in  itself,  rescis- 


(x)  P.  850  and  note  ( p).  {h)   Pp.  874  sq. 

\y)   1900.  2  Ch.  87.  (c)  P.  915. 

(z)  P.  851,  note  {q).  {d)   Pp.  916  sq. 

(a)  P.  870.  (e)  Pp.  9-47  sq. 
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sion  grounded  on  the  opposite  party's  breacli  of  an 
essential  stipulation  in  tlie  agreement ;  and  lie  lias 
maintained  (/)  that  in  this  case,  as  in  all  other  cases 
of  rescission,  the  rule  is  that  it  must  be  accompanied 
by  restitutio  in  integrum.  An  exception  however 
occurs  with  regard  to  a  deposit  paid  as  a  guarantee 
for  due  performance  of  the  contract ;  and  it  is  con- 
tended (^),  in  opposition  to  the  ruling  of  Farwell,  J., 
in  Jackson  v.  De  Kadich  (h),  that  this  exception  equally 
exists,  where  the  deposit  has  been  paid  to  a  stake- 
holder. The  writer  has  particularly  dealt  with  the 
cases  of  re-sale  after  a  rescission  of  the  contract, 
under  an  express  power  of  re-sale  («"),  and  after  an 
action  for  damages  for  breach  of  the  agreement  (/t). 
He  has  contended  (/)  that,  where  a  purchaser  can 
recover  substantial  damages  for  loss  of  his  bargain, 
he  cannot  also  claim  to  be  recouped  his  exj^enses 
incurred  under  the  contract;  although  such  a  claim 
was  by  inadvertence  actually  allowed  in  Enr/cl  v. 
Fltcli{^n\  and  was  admitted  in  Godwin  v.  Francis  [n). 
The  true  principle  appears  to  have  been  applied  by 
the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Day  v.  Singleton  [o)^  but  the 
head-note  to  that  case  does  not  correctly  represent 
the  efPect  of  their  judgment.  The  writer  has  con- 
sidered (/?)  the  effect  of  a  judgment  for  damages  or 

(/)  P.  950.  (/)  P.  967. 

(9)  P.  951  and  note  (/).  (m)  L.  E.  4  Q.  B.  659. 

[h)  190-4,  W.  N.  168.  {n)  L.  E.  5  C.  P.  295. 

(r)  P.  955—957.  (0)  1899,  2  Ch.  230. 

(/,•)  P.  976.  \p)  Pp.  967—97:5. 
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specific  performance  in  barring  the  alternative  remedy, 
and  the  effect  of  the  dismissal  of  a  claim  for  specific 
performance  on  tlic  remedy  in  damages.  And  in 
examining  tlie  latter  remedy  he  has  given  {q)  an 
analysis  of  the  defences  which  are  available  to  an 
action  for  damages  for  breach  of  the  contract;  and 
lias  added  (r)  a  summary  of  the  law  determining  the 
parties'  position,  where  one  of  the  signatories  to  the 
memorandum  professed  or  is  alleged  to  have  signed 
as  agent  for  another  person. 

In  discussing  the  remedy  by  suing  for  specific  per- 
formance of  the  contract  (s),  the  writer  has  made  no 
attempt  to  compile  a  manual  of  practice,  but  has 
confined  himself  to  endeavouring  to  ascertain  what 
are  the  essential  points  of  difference  between  this 
remedy  and  that  by  action  for  damages  at  law.  On 
the  other  hand,  in  describing  the  proceedings  by 
vendor  and  purchaser  summons  (^),  he  has  gone  into 
points  of  practice  ;  this  being  now  the  normal  remedy 
for  settling  disputes  on  any  conveyancing  points 
arising  out  of  the  contract.  The  chapter  on  the 
parties'  Remedies  concludes  with  an  account  of  the 
purchaser's  remedies  for  disturbance  after  comple- 
tion (w),  especially  under  covenants  for  title  (:r) ;  and 
the  writer  has  especially  discussed  the  questions, 
whether  acts  not  affecting  the  title  or  possession  can 

(ry)  P.  973.  {t)   Pp.  1015  s^. 

(r)  Pp.  976  sq.  \u)   Pp.  1026  sq. 

(«)  Pp.  987  sq.  (,r)  Pp.  1029  sq. 
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be  a  breach  of  a  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment  (?/), 
criticising  particularly  {z)  the  case  of  Sanderson  v. 
3Ia/jor  of  Berwick-on-Tiveed  [a),  and  what  is  the  true 
measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  the  various  cove- 
nants for  title  {h).  On  one  important  point  connected 
with  this  last  subject  he  regrets  to  find  his  opinion  in 
conflict  with  that  of  the  learned  author  and  editor  of 
Mayne  on  Damages  (c). 

One  of  the  main  causes  of  the  writer's  delay  in 
completing  this  volume  has  been  the  last  cha])ter  on 
the  Sale  of  Registered  Land,  which  has  far  exceeded 
its  estimated  limits.  He  has  nevertheless  tried  to  be 
as  brief  as  is  compatible  with  any  real  discussion  of 
this  very  complicated  and  difficult  branch  of  the  law. 
And,  although  the  subject  of  the  mortgage  of  regis- 
tered land  hardly  conies  within  the  scope  of  this 
treatise,  he  has  been  obliged  to  devote  some  pages  (^/) 
to  its  discussion  in  order  to  explain  the  particular 
difficulties  now  attendant  on  the  sale,  followed  by  an 
immediate  mortgage,  of  registered  land(^)  and  un- 
registered land  situate  in  a  compulsory  registration 
district (/).  Here  again  he  regrets  to  find  his  opinion 
conflicting  with  that  of  eminent  lawyers  on  important 
points  (.</),   and  to  be  obliged    to    advise   against  the 


0/)  Pp.  1040—1042.  {d)   Pp.  1125-1133. 

(z)   P.  1041,  note  (e).  (e)  Pp.  1133—1135. 

(a)  13  a  B.  D.  547.  (/)  Pp.  1135  sq. 

{h)  Pp.  1046—1050.  {g)  See  pp.   1126,  note  (i),  1128, 

(c)  P.  1050  and  note  (A-).  note  (A-). 
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safety  of  a  very  convenient  course,  which  other  prac- 
titioners liave  recommended  (h). 

The  writer's  criticism  contained  in  the  first 
voUmie(/)  of  the  grounds  given  for  the  decision  of 
Swinfen  Eady,  J.,  and  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Be 
Illghetf  and  BinPs  Contract  (/")  has  lately  been  justified 
by  the  explanation  of  that  case  given  by  Lord  Justice 
Romer  in  his  judgment  in  Be  Alien  and  DriscolVs 
Contract (I). 

^Ir.  Tselin  has  undertaken  the  whole  labour  of  cor- 
recting the  press  for  the  present  volume;  and  the  table 
of  contents,  general  index  and  index  of  cases  and 
statutes  are  also  his  work  entirely.  The  cases  cited  are 
indexed  under  the  defendants'  as  well  as  tlie  plaintiffs' 
names;  and  tlie  date  of  every  case  is  given  in  the 
index  wherever  it  can  be  ascertained.  Mr.  Iselin 
has  further  assisted  the  writer  by  furnishing  him 
with  many  useful  notes  for  the  preparation  of 
Chaj)ter  XVII.  and  Chapter  XIX.,  sections  2  and  3. 

The  reader's  attention  is  particularly  directed  to  the 
Errata,  correcting  several  slips  which  escaped  notice 
on  the  publication  of  Vol.  I.,  and  to  the  Addenda, 
which  bring  the  first  volume  up  to  the  present  date, 
and  also  contain  a  few  revisions  of  its  text. 

7,  IStoxe  Buildings,  Lincoln's  Inn, 
\bth  December,  1905. 

{h)  See  p.  1135,  note  (n).  [k)  1902,2  Cli.  214;  1903, 1  Ch.  287. 

(0  Pp.  354^356.  (/)  1904,  2  Ch.  226,  231. 


Xlll 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 


Errata   xxxiii 

Addenda  to  Vols.  I.  axd  II xxxv 


Chap.  XIII. 


OF     .MISTAKE. 


1.    Of  mistake  as  preclud'iny  true  consent. 


PAGE 

Where  the  contract  is  impeachable 
for  mistake,  misreprestntation, 
fraud,  &c.,  there  is  always  an 
apparent  consent     666 

No  real  assent  in  the  case  of  mis- 
take      666 

In  the  case  of  misrepresentation, 
fraud,  &c.,  there  is  real  con- 
sent induced  by  belief  in  non- 
existent facts  or  by  coercive 
influence 666 

Mistake  makes  the  contract  void 
from  the  beginning 667 

Contracts  induced  by  misrepre- 
sentation, fraud,  &c.,  are  void- 
able only 667 

Necessity  of  consent  to  convey- 
ance   667,  n. 

The  rule  is  that,  where  owing  to 
mistake  the  parties'  minds  are 
not  at  one,  there  is  no  contract.  667 

Unilateral  mistake     668 

If  one  manifest  a  certain  inten- 
tion, he  is  estopped  from  prov- 
ing that  his  real  intention  was 
different 668 

Necessity  of  consent  to  contract. .  6  6  8 ,  n . 


PAGE 

Mistake  on  some  point  going  to 
the  whole  subject  of  the  contract  669 

Raffles  v.   Wichelhaas 669,  n. 

Estoppel  by  manifestation  of  a 
particular  intention   670 

Mistake  in  the  nature  of  the  trans- 
action     671 

Letter  of  acceptance  sent  without 
the  writer's  authority 672 

Unilateral  mistake    672 

Estoppel  arising  from  a  man's 
own  carelessness     673 

Executing,  without  inquiry,  a 
document  presented  by  one's 
solicitor    , 673 

Misunderstanding  as  to  effect  of 
a  legal  document   673 

Difference  between  transactions 
void  and  voidable 67-i 

Conveyance  induced  by  misrepre- 
sentation, fraud,  &c.,  not  void- 
able as  against  a  purchaser  for 
value  without  notice 674 

Contracts  induced  by  fraud  re- 
main voidable,  as  against  the 
other  contractor's  assigns    ....    675 


XIV 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 


Chap.  XIII.  §  1 — co7itinued. 


PAGE 

Where  a  sale  of  land  is  executed 
by  payment   of   the   purchase- 

mmiey ^~^ 

Mistake  as  to  the  person  <f  the 

other  party  to  the  contract  ....   676 
Estoppel  from   proving  error  in 

the  person   676 

Smith  V.   Whcntcyoft 677 

Mistake  as  to  the  property  sold  or 

the  price 677 

Van  Fraagh  v.  Everidge 678 

^listake  as  to  price    679 

Mistake   as    to    the    property   or 
price  goes  to  the   root  of   the 

contract •    6''9 

Mistake  as  to  quality    C80 

AVarranty  of  quality 680 

Mistake   as   to  the   quality  of   a 

thing  sold    680 

The  rule  is  caveat  emptor 680 

Defect  of  quality  amounting  to  a 

defect  of  title 681 

No  -warranty  of   quality  implied 

by  the  sale  of  laud     681 

Latent  defects  of  quality 681 

Unknown  latent  defects 682 

Latent  defect  known  to  the  vendor  682 
Sale  of  a  thing  with  all  its  faults.  682 
The  rule  in  equity  as  to  a  mere 
silence  about  a  defect  of  quality  682 

Lucas  V.  James    683 

Silence  of  the  purchaser  about  a 

fact  enhancing  the  value 684 

Sj>ecific  performance  may  be  re- 
fused on  grounds  of  unfairness 

or  hardship 685 

Non-disclosure  of  a  fact  material 

to  the  title 685,  n. 

Eepiesentatiou  that  land  is  fit  for 

a  particular  purpose 686 

Representation  obviously  inappli- 
cable         686 

Active  concealment  of  defects. .  . .  686 


PAGK 

Misleading  conduct   687 

Specific  perft  rniance  may  be  re- 
sisted in  some  cases  where  the 
contract  cannot  be  rescinded   . .    C87 

Hopev.  Walter    687 

Specific  perfuvniance  not  granted 
where  the  thing  sold  is  positive!// 
noxious  in  quality 688 

Purchase  under  a  mistaken  im- 
pression as  to  quality   688 

Vendor  not  bound  to  disabuse 
purchaser  of  his  erroneous  belief 
as  to  the  quality  of  the  thing 
sold 688 

It  does  not  alter  the  case  that  the 
purchaser  believed  the  vendor 
to  be  warranting  the  quality,  if 
the  vendor  did  not  know  this  . .    689 

But  if  tlie  vendor  knew  of  this 
belief,  the  contract  is  void  for 
want  of  true  consent     689 

Acceptance  of  an  offer  which  the 
acceptor  knows  to  be  mistaken . .   690 

Mistake  as  avoiding  true  consent 
in  equity 691 

Unilateral  mistake  in  equity  ....   691 

Specific  performance  against  a 
party  mistaken  may  be  refused 
on  the  ground  of  hardship   ....    693 

Where  one  has  contributed  to  the 
other's  mistake 694 

Where  one  has  notice  of  an  error 
in  the  particulars C94 

W^here  one  knew  of  the  other's 
mistake  and  sought  to  take 
advantage  of  it 695 

Common  mistake  as  to  some  fact 
which  is  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  formation  of  a  contract . .    695 

Depreciation  in  quality  unknown 
to  the  contracting  parties    ....    696 

Common  mistake  as  to  private 
riirht    697 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 


XV 


Cliap.  XIII. — conlinncd. 
§  2.    Of  mistake  in  the  expression 

PAGE 

Mistake  in  the  expression  of  con- 
sent     697 

Rectification  of  written  instru- 
ments a  matter  of  the  exclusive 
jurisdiction  of  Com-ts  of  Equity  697 

An  exception  to  the  rule  that  ex- 
trinsic evidence  is  not  admissible 
to  explain  or  vary  written  in- 
struments         69 S 

Correction  of  obvious  errors    ....   698 

Rectification  may  be  obtained 
where  a  written  instrument 
does  not  express  the  parties' 
real  agreement  699 

1.  There  must  be   an   ante- 

cedent contract  700 

2.  There  must  be  a  common 

intention  to  embody  or 
give  effect  to  the  contract 
by  writing 700 

3.  The    antecedent    contract 

and  intention  to  embody 
or  give  effect  to  it  by 
writing  must  be  clearly 
proved 701 

Effect  of  denial  of  the  agreement 
by  one  party    702  and  n. 

It  has  ever  been  held  that  one 
may  claim  rectification  as 
plaintiff   703 

Rectification  granted  of  instru- 
ments embodying  executory  as 
weU  as  executed  agreements   . .   703 

Claim  for  rectification  might  be 
joined  with  claim  for  relief 
under  the  writing  rectified  ....   704 

Rule  that  specific  performance  of 
a  written  contract  with  a  parol 
variation  cannot  be  enforced  by 
a  plaintiff    70.3 

Rich  v.  Jackson  ;  WooUcon  v.  Hcarn  705 

Bavies  v.  Fitton 705 

The  defendant  in  specific  perfor- 
mance may  set  up  a  parol  varia- 
tion . , 705 


of  consent,  and  its  rectification. 

PAOE 

OlUy  v.  Fisher    707 

Distinction  where  a  parol  varia- 
tion is  proved,  and  where  the 
defendant's     own     mistake    is 

alone  proved   707 

Where  a  parol  variation  is  pleaded 
in  defence,  the  relief  may  vary 
according  to  the  facts  proved. .   708 

To  obtain  rectification  there  mu-t 
be  a  common  mistake 710 

Cases  where  rectification  with  the 
alternative,  at  the  defendant's 
option,  of  rescission,  has  been 
ordered  on  the  ground  of  uni- 
lateral mistake   710 

Garrard  Y.  Franlicl    710 

Harris  v.  Fepperell 711 

Bloomer  v.  Spittle   712 

r<([iet  V.  Marshall 712 

Criticism  of  the  above-mentioned 
cases    713 

Mayv.Flatt   713 

Analysis  of  the  circumstances  in 
which  rectification  may  be 
claimed    714 

1 .  Common  mistake 715 

2.  Plaintiff      mistiken,      but 

estopped  at  law 715 

3.  Defendant   mistaken,    but 

estopped  at  law,  and  sub- 
sequent correction  of  the 
error 716 

4.  No  antecedent  contract  at 

all 717 

5.  Fraud 718 

Rectification  of  a  conveyance  can- 
not be  had  against  a  purchaser 
for  value  with  notice     719 

On  sale  of  land,  rectification  may 
be  obtained  either  before  or 
after  conveyance    720 


XVI 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 


Chap.  XIY. 

OF  FRATTD,  SXISRKPKESEJriATIOX,  DURESS  A>-T>  t^-DrE  rXFLrEifCE. 

^  1.    Of  Fraud  and  Jlisrepresentaf ion. 


PAGE 


Contract  voidable  for  fraud  or 
misrepresentation 

Keptesentation 

The  representarion  must  hare  in- 
dm?ed  the  contract     

Fraudulent  representation  at  com- 
mon law 

Innocen:  misrepresentation,  and 
even  non-disolosun?,  mig'ht 
avoid  contracts  ub^rrim*  jidei  . . 

Effect  of  innocent  misrepresenta- 
tion at  common  law  in  the  case 
of  other  contracts 

The  common  law  treatment  of 
misrepresentation  was  a  par- 
ticular instance  of  its  rules  re- 
tptcting^  the  dependence  of 
mutual  stipulations 

Equitable  rules  as  to  fraud  or  mis- 
representation inducing'  ccm- 
tract 

Contract  induced,  by  fraud  might 
be  set  aside  in  equitr    

Innocent  mi^epresentation  in 
equity 

Xo  rescission  for  innocent  misre- 
pces«itation  after  completion . . 

Difference  in  principle  between 
the  rules  of  common  law  and 
equitr  as  to  innocent  misrepre- 
sentation   

The  law  since  the  Judicature  Acts 

To  be  fraudulent,  a  false  repre- 
senTsri'^iTi  must  be  made  fcnow- 
LL  -  -I'.esslv     


722 


724 

725 

72S 
72S 
730 

7o0 


731 

731 


Nc 


\r 


to  take  pains  to 
truth    733 

proved  to  give  rise 
;  to  rescind  a  con- 


to  tiie  rigi 

tract  for  misrepresentation  ....   733 

1 .  Falsity  essential  733 

2.  There  must  be  a  represen- 

tatkRi   733 

AmbigucM^  statements 734 


PAGE 

Promise  not  properly  a  represen- 
tation      735 

3.  The  representation    must 

be  of  some  fact 735 

Kepresentation  of  intention, 
whether  a  representation  of 
fact 735,  n. 

4.  ITie  fact  must  be  material  736 

5.  The  representation    must 

be  made  by  a  party  to  the 
contract  or  his  agent    . .   736 
False  representation  by  agent     . .   737 
Cornfoot  V.  Foicke 737,  n. 

6.  The  representation    must 

be  a  part  of  the  transac- 
tion ending  with  the 
formation  of  the  contract  738 

7.  The  representation    mtist 

have  induced  the  con- 
tract    7oS 

S.  The     party     claiming    to 

have  been  misled  must 

not  have  known  that  the 

statement  wus  false  ....   7S9 

What  is  requisite  to  maintain  an 

action  for  a  false  represenration 

inducing  a  contract  7S^ 

Motive,  as  a  rule,  immaterial. . . .   73  v 
Principal  when  liable  in  an  action 
of  deceit  for  a  false  representa- 
tion made  by  his  agent     740 

Agent,  where  liable 741 

Action  of  deceit  may  lie  against 

one  not  a  party  to  the  contract  741 
Contracts  for  sale  of  land  are  not 

voidable  for  non-di5closure . . , .   74  _ 
Except  in  case  of  suppression  of 

defects  of  title 74  2 

Suppression  of  the  existence  of 

restrictive  covenants 74. 

ilisrepresentation  as  a  defence  to 

a  claim  for  specific  performance 

Sale  by  mistake,  or  through  f  t  aud, 

of  lau'l  to  which  the  voider  has 

no  title 74 


43 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 


XVll 


Chap.  XTV.  §  1 — co7itinued. 

PAGE 

Election  to  rescind  or  affirm  a 
contract  induced  by  misrepre- 
sentation      744 

Purchaser's  rifflit  to  specific  per- 
formance with  compensation   . .    744 

Election  to  rescind  must  be  made 
"within  a  reasonable  time 744 

Must  be  communicated 745 

Election  may  be  evidenced  by  acts  745 

No  rescission  after  an  election  to 
affirm  the  contract     745 

Nor  where  by  the  act  of  the  party 
claiming  to  rescind  restitutio  in 
integrum  has  become  impossible  746 

No  rescission  as  against  a  pur- 
chaser for  value  without  notice  746 

No  rescission  for  innocent  misre- 
presentation after  completion. .    746 

By  what  persons  the  right  of  res- 
cission is  exercisable     747 

Assignee  of  a  voidable  contract 
pending  completion 747 


PAGE 

Against  what  persons  the  right  of 
rescission  is  exercisable     748 

Action  of  deceit  maintainable  after 
death  of  party  deceived    748 

But  not  of  deceiving  party 749 

On  what  terms  the  contract  will 
be  rescinded  before  completion  .  750 

Purchaser's  lien,  where  the  con- 
tract is  rescinded    750 

Effect  of  taking  possession 751,  n. 

On  what  terms  the  contract  will 
be  rescinded  after  completion  . .   752 

Whether  purchaser  chargeable  on 
the  footing  of  wilful  default    . .    753 

Forged  documents 754 

Adoption  of  a  forged  instrument .  754 

Recovery  of  money  paid  on  the 
faith  of  a  forged  document ....    755 

Liability  of  agent  propounding  a 
forged  authority    , .  , 755 


§  2.   Of  Duress  and  Undue  Influence. 


Contracts  induced  by  duress  or  un- 
due influence  are  voidable    . .  . . 


755 


Duress  at  common  law 756 

Equitable  doctrine  of  undue  in- 
fluence     756 

Marriage  induced  by  duress,  &C..756,  n. 

Two  classes  of  cases  of  undue  in- 
fluence     757 

1.  Where  exercised  indepen- 

dently of  any  special  re- 
lation between  the  parties  757 

2.  Where  implied   from  the 

existence  of  some  confi- 
dential relation  757 

Examples  of  relations  where  in- 
fluence is  presumed    758 

The  doctrine  not  confined  to  any 
particular  set  of  relations     ....    758 

Husband  and  wife     758 

Voluntary  conveyances     759 

Gifts  by  will  759 

Undue  influence  presumed  from 
confidential  relation  on  the 
ground  of  public  policy    759 

W. — II. 


What  the  duty  of  advising  another 
imports    759 

It  includes  the  duty  of  communi- 
cating facts  material  to  the 
value    760 

Non-  disclosure  of  these  avoids  the 
sale  760 

Purchase  by  trustee  from  cestiii- 
que-trust 760 

How  far  a  solicitor  buying  from 
his  client  must  see  that  the  client 
has  independent  advice     761 

Solicitor  or  adviser  buying  from 
client  after  the  relation  has  been 
severed 761 

Trustee  so  buying  from  cestui-que- 
trust 761 

Examples  of  the  exercise  of  undue 
influence 761 

Williams  v.  Bayley     762 

Ellis  v.  Barker    762 

Stnrge  v.  Sturge 4  . . . .  762 

h 


XVlll 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 


Chap.  XIV.  §  2 — continued. 

PAGE 

Inequality  of  position  between  the 
parties,  coupled  -with  unfair- 
ness      '  *'■" 

Longmate  v.  Ledger     '62 

Clark  V.  Malpas 763 

Inequality  of  position  alone  is  not 

sufficient 760 

Inadequacy  of  consideration  alone 

is  not  sufficient 764 

Inadequacy  of  consideration  alone 
no  ground  for  resisting  specific 
performance    764 


PAGE 

Inadequacy   of    consideration    on  ^   ^ 
sale  of  a  reversion 765 

Contracts  induced  by  duress  or  un- 
due influence  voidable  within 
the  same  limits  as  those  induced 
by  fraud 766 

Terms  of  setting  aside  sales  in- 
duced by  duress  or  undue  in- 
fluence     768 

Whether  purchaser  accountable  on 
the  footing  of  wilful  default    . .   768 


Chap.  XV. 


OF   ILLEGALITY    IN    THE    CONTRACT. 


There  must  be  nothing  unlawful 
in  the  obj  ect  of  the  agreement . .   770 

Sales  for  illegal  purposes  void 770 

Contract  for  sale  of  land  including 
some  unlawful  term 770 

"What  contracts  or  stipulations  are 
unlawful 770 

Contracts  particularly  prohibited .  771 

Sale  by  auction  of  an  advowson 
alone     771 

Sale  by  way  of  lottery 771 

Contracts  infringing  some  rule  of 
law   ..  .' 771 

Contracts  contemplating  an  il- 
legal act 771 

Stipulations  in  unreasonable  re- 
straint of  trade  772 

Contracts  made  with  the  inhabit- 
ante  of  hostile  states 773 

Sales  invohnng  maintenance  or 
champerty   773 

Sale  of  a  right  of  entry  or  action 
to  recover  land   773 


Sale  of  pretenced  right  or  title   . .   774 

Sales  made  void  or  unenforceable, 
but  not  prohibited , 776 

Contract  to  sell  land  for  the  use 
of  a  charity 776 

What  is  an  assurance   776,  n. 

Illegal  contracts  are  void 777 

Property  transferred  thereunder 
cannot  be  recovered  back 777 

Sale  for  illegal  purposes  known  to 
both  parties 777 

To  one  party  only 778 

Exceptions  to  the  rule  that  pro- 
perty parted  with  under  an 
illegal  contract  cannot  be  re- 
covered    778 

Property   transferred  under  void 

contracts 779 

Contract  for   sale   of    land  to   a 

charity     780 

Contracts  unenforceable  tmder  the 

Statute  of  Frauds 781 

Illegality  supervening  since  the 
formation  of  the  contract     ....   782 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 


XIX 


Chap.  XVI. 


OF  PERSONAL  INCAPACITY. 


PAGE 

Full  personal  capacity  a  requisite 

of  the  contract 784 

Persons  of  full  capacity    785 

Infants     785 

Disclaimer 785 

Infants'  conveyances    786 

Infants'  marriage  settlements.  .786,  n. 

Infants'  gifts  of  money    786,  n. 

Mortgages  by  infants   787 

Effect  of  an  infant's  conveyance 

and  its  avoidance 787 

Infant's  voidable  conveyance  is 
not  made  valid  througli  pur- 
chase for  value  without  notice 

of  infancy    788 

Infant's  sale  or  purchase  procured 
by  his  fraudulent  representation 

that  he  is  of  age     788 

Infant's  power  of  attorney 789 

Where  an  infant  can  make  a  valid 
conveyance 789 

1.  Exercise  of  powers  bv  an 

infant   ' 789 

Power  simply  collateral    789,  n. 

Power  exercisable  by  will    790 

2.  Feoffment    by    an    infant 

under      the     custom     of 
gavelkind    , 790 

3.  Under  the  Infant  Settle- 

ments Act    791 

4 .  By  statute  in  certain  special 

cases     792 

Leases,  sales,  and  improvements 

of  infants'  land 792 

Sale  or  lease  of  infant's  land  under 

the  Settled  Land  Acts 793 

Infants'  Contracts 794 

Infants  Relief  Act,  1874 795 

The   other  party  to   an   infant's 

contract  is  bound    797 

Infant  cannot  enforce  specific  per- 
formance     797 

Completed  sale  of  land  by  infant..   798 

Completed  purchase  of  land  by 
infant 799 


PAGE 

Infant's   contract  to  buy  or  sell 

land 800 

Recovery    of    deposit    by   infant 
avoiding    his   contract  to   buy 

land 801 

Persons  of  unsound  mind     801 

Who  may  avoid  an  insane  man's 

voidable  act     803 

Insane  man's  contract  to  buy  or 

sell  land 804 

Whether  specific  performance  by 

the  lunatic  will  be  ordered  ....    804 
Subsequent   conveyance  over  for 
value  without  notice  does   not 
validate    a     lunatic's    voidable 

coavej'ance 806 

Sale  of  lunatics'  lands  irrespective 

of  their  contracts  to  sell  them. .   807 
Exercise  of  powers  on  behalf  of 

lunatics    808 

As  to  the  power  of  sale  under  the 

Settled  Land  Act,  1882    809 

Drunken  persons    809 

Convicts 810 

Outlaws 811 

Aliens 812 

Effect  of  war  on  contracts  made 

with  aliens  in  time  of  peace     . ,   814 
Performance  by  royal  licence  or 

permission   815 

Married  women 815 

Wife's  copyholds  816 

Wife's  leaseholds 817 

Execution  of  powers  by  married 

women 817 

Fines  and  Recoveries  Act,  1833  . .   817 

Wife's  copyholds  818 

Order  dispensing  with   the  hus- 
band's concurrence   in   case  of 

his  lunacy,  &c.   819 

Disclaimer  by  married  woman    . .   821 

Wife's  separate  estate 821 

Restraint  on  alienation   821 

Wife's  equitable  estate  tail  being 
her  separate  estate    822 

2 


XX 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 


Chap.  X.YI.—*contimce(l. 

PAGE 

Eemoval  of  a  restraint  on  antici- 
pation     °22 

Man-ied  "Women's  Property  Act, 

1S70 822 

Judicial  separation    823 

Protection  order 825 

Separation  order    825 

Effect  of  divorce     825 

Nullity  of  marriage,  effect  of  de- 
cree of 827 

Married  woman  bare  trustee   ....   828 
Married  Women's  Property  Act, 

18S2 828 

Construction     of     the     Married 
Women'sProperty  Act,  1882..    829 

Restraint  on  anticipation     831 

Sale  without  notice  of  a  restraint 

on  anticipation   831 

The  Act  confers  on  married 
women  a  special,  not  a  general, 
capacity  to  hold  and  dispose  of 
property 831 

Effect  of  wives'  wills  made  dur- 
ing coverture 831 

Rule,  that  husband  and  wife  are 
one  person,  not  repealed 832 

Property  given  to  a  wife  on  trust  832 

Married  woman  mortgagee 833 

Wife  trustee-mortgagee   833 

Married  women's  contracts 834 

At  common  law 835 

Exceptions    to   wives'   incapacity 

to  contract 835 

1 .  Wife  of  the  king 835 

2.  Husband  civilly  dead  ....   835 

3.  Trading      separately      in 

London    835 

4.  Wife  of  an  alien  never  in 

England  contracting   as 
feme  sole   836 

5.  During  judicial  separation  836 

6.  After  protection  or  sepa- 

ration order     836 

7.  To   compromise   a  matri- 

monial cause,  or  to  live 
apart  from  her  husband..  836 


PAGE 

8.  Policy  of  insurance  under 
Married  Women's  Pro- 
perty Act,  1870 837 

Wife's  contract  operating  as  a 
disposition  of  property 837 

Wife's  contract  to  exercise  a 
power  838 

Wife's  contract  made  with  the  for- 
malities required  by  the  Fines 
and  Recoveries  Act    838 

Wives'  general  engagements  in 
equity 838 

Specific  performance  of  contract 
disposing  of  a  wife's  separate 
estate    839 

Wife  purchasing  land  with  her 
separate  estate    839 

Married  woman  contracting  in 
respect  of  her  separate  estate 
might  enforce  specific  perform- 
ance         840 

Wives'  contracts  under  the  Mar- 
ried Women's  Property  Acts  . .   840 

Nature  of  their  liability  there- 
under      840 

Separate  property  subject  to  a  re- 
straint on  anticipation 841 

Married  Women's  Property  Act, 
1893 842 

Effect  of  that  Act  as  to  property 
subject  to  a  restraint  on  antici- 
pation     843 

Costs  against  married  women  in 
proceedings  instituted  by  them.  843 

Specific  performance  by  or  against 
a  married  woman 844 

Wife  trustee  for  sale 845 

Contract   induced    by   a  married 

woman's  misrepresentation ....  845 
Wife's  liability  for  her  fraud  ....  845 
Estoppel  by  conduct  of  a  married 

woman     847 

Election  by  a  married  woman. . . .   848 
Married  woman  affirming  or  avoid- 
ing her  voidable  conveyance  or 
contract  made  whilst  single  and 

in  infancy    849 

Title  to  English  land  may  be 
affected  by  the  marriage  of  the 
owner,  wMle  domiciled  abroad  .  851 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 


XXI 


Chap.  XVI. — continued. 

PAGE 

Re  De  Nieok    851 

Corporations  852 

Devise  of  land  to  or  in  trust  for  a 

corporation  before  1837  ....  852,  n. 
Mortgage  of  land  to  a  corporation  853 
Assurance  of  land  in  trust  for  a 

corporation 853 

Companies  incorporated  under  the 

Companies  Act,  1862    854 

Corporation  cannot  stand  seised  to 
another's  use,  but  may  hold  on 

trust 854 

Gifts  to  a  corporation  and  another 

jointly 854 

Alienation  of  land  by  corporations  855 

Ecclesiastical  corporations 855 

Crown  lands    855 

Municipal  corporations 855 

Corporations   created   by    statute 

for  particular  purposes   856 

Railway  companies   856 

River  nav-igation  company 856 

Companies  incorporated  under  the 

Companies  Act,  1862    856 

Trading  company  generally  em- 
powered to  sell,  or  mortgage  its 

property 857 

Lands  held  by  a  corporation  on 

trust 857 

For  charitable  purposes    857 

Contracts  by  corporations    857 

Corporations  can,  as  a  rule,  only 

bind  themselves  by  deed 858 

Exceptions  . , 858 

Necessary  matters  of  daily  occur- 
rence        859 

Corporations  created  for  trading 

purposes 859 

Corporations  specially  created  for 

particular  purposes   859 

Statutory  exceptions 860 

Companies  regtdated  by  the  Com- 
panies Clauses  Act,  1845 860 

Companies  incorporated  under  the 
Companies  Act,  1862    860 


PAGE 
Contract  by  a  corporation  for  sale 

or  purchase  of  land   861 

Trading  corporations    861 

Corporations  created  for  particular 

purposes 861 

Companies 862 

Contracts  not  binding  corporations 
at  law   are  not  enforceable  in 

equity 862 

Doctrine  of  part  performance  as 

affecting  a  corporation 862 

Estoppel  as  against  a  corporation  863 
Misrepresentation  by  the  agent  of 

a  corporation 864 

Liability  of   a  coi-poration  in  an 
action  of  deceit  for  its  agent's 
fraudulent  misrepresentation  . .   864 
Misrepresentation  made  to  a  cor- 
poration     864 

Points  to  be  noted  where  an  assur- 
ance to    or    by  a    corporation 

forms  part  of  a  title 864 

Restriction  on  alienation  by  a  cor- 
poration expressed   in   a   royal 

charter 865 

In  an  Act  of  Parliament 865 

Execution  by  a  corporation  of  an 
assurance   alienating  corporate 

property 866 

What  is  necessary  to  effect  a  cor- 
porate  act   by   a  common  law 

corporation 867 

Wliere  some  formality  is  required 
by  the  constitution  of  the  cor- 
poration     868 

Incorporated  building  societies  . .  869 
Industrial  and  provident  societies  869 
Forgery  of  the  deed  of  a  corporation  8  69 
Dissolution  of  a  corporation  ....  870 
Assurance  of  lands  belonging  to  a 

company  in  liquidation     871 

Unincorporated  societies 872 

Clubs    873 

Unincorporated  companies 873 

Unincorporated  building  societies  873 
Friendly  societies 873 


xxu 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 


Chap.  XVII. 

OF  EELATIVE  DISABILITY  IN  EQUITY. 


PAGE 

Relative  disability  in  equity    874 

Three  classes  of  relative  disability  874 

1 .  Where  there  is  a  confiden- 

tial relation  raising  the 
presumption  of  undue  in- 
fluence      ^'^ 

2.  Where  there  is  a  fiduciary 

relation  between  the  par- 
ties as  regards  the  pro- 
perty dealt  with 874 

3.  Where  one  of  the  parties 

is  acting  under  an  autho- 
rity to  sell  or  purchase. .   875 

Confidential  relation  raising  the 
presumption  of  undue  influence  875 

Solicitor  and  client :  guardian  and 
ward  ;  parent  and  child    87(j 

Where  one  party  is  trustee  for  the 
other  of  the  property  sold    ....   870 

Gifts  by  cestui-qne-trust  to  the 
trustee  by  way  of  bounty  for 
his  services 877 

Purchase  by  a  trustee  of  the  cestui- 
fj>ie-t rust's  interest  in  the  trust 
property 8/8 

The  rule  governs  all  contracts 
giving  the  trustee  any  interest 
in  the  trust  property 880 

Sale  by  a  trustee  for  purchase  to 
his  cestui-qiic-trvsts 880 

Gifts  to  trustee  by  cestui-que-trmt 

\   of  the  trust  property   880 

Agent  purchasing  his  lorincipal's 
lands    

Purchase  by  managing  partner  of 
another  partner's  share     881 

Purchase  by  trustee  from  vestui- 
que-trust  voidable  against  sub- 
purchaser with  notice  of  the 
parties'  relation 881 

Rule  where  one  party  to  the  sale 
is  executing  an  authority   882 

Principle  of  the  rule 883 

Examples  of  the  rule :  Trustee  for 
sale    885 


880 


Retu-ement  in  view  of  purchase  . .   886 
Purchase  long  after  retirement  . .   886 
Trustee  for  sale  cannot  be  sub- 
purchaser from  a  stranger  pend- 
ing completion  of  the  original 

sale  88^ 

Trustee  for  sale  cannot  buy  from 
himself  as  agent  for  a  stranger.  887 

Trustee  for  purchase 887 

Trustee  in  bankruptcy 887 

Rule  not  applicable  where  a  trustee 
is    not    himself    exercising    an 

authority  to  sell  or  buy    888 

Trustee  selling  under  a  power  of 
sale  exercisable  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  tenant  for  life  may 

sell  to  him  888 

Sale,  purchase,  exchange  or  parti- 
tion in  favour  of  tenant  for  life 
under  Settled  Land  Act,  1890. .   889 

Power  to  lease  land 889 

Persons  in  a  fiduciary  position  as 
regards  the  exercise  of  an  autho- 
rity to  sell  or  purchase 889 

Principal  and  agent 890 

Directors  of  a  company    890 

Liquidator 890 

Promoters   890 

Application  of  the  rule  where  the 
party  exercising  the  authority 
is  not  in  a  fiduciary  position   ..   891 

Person  invested  with  an  authority 
to  sell  cannot  well  exercise  it  in 
favour  of  his  own  agent  in  the 
matter 891 

Person  exercising  an  authority  in 
favour  of  an  independent  party 
through  whom  he  has  an  in- 
terest in  the  sale    892 

Farrar  v.  Favrars,  Ld 893 

Where  the  terms  of  the  authority 
allow  of  its  being  exercised  in 
favour  of  the  person  to  whom  it 
is  given    893 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 


XXUl 


Chap.  XVII. — continued. 

PAOK 

Purchase  of  the  trust  property  by 
a  truste3  for  sale  from  his  centiii- 
que-trxsts;  or  by  leave  of  the 
Court    894 

Position  of  trustee  for  sale  buying 
by  leave  of  the  Court    895 

Trustees  for  purchase 895 

Rights  of  the  persons  injured  by 
the  improper  exercise  of  an 
authority  to  sell  or  purchase   . .   896 

Affirmation  may  be  express  or 
implied     896 

Where  the  person  authorised  is  in 
a  fiduciary  position,  and  the 
authority  is  to  sell 896 

Where  the  person  authoi-ised  is 
not  in  a  fiduciary  position    ....    898 

Within  what  limits  the  sale  may 
be  set  aside 899 

Prior  to  completion    899 

After  completion,  the  extent  of 
the  right  varies  according  to  the 
manner  of  making  the  convey- 
ance     899 

Tacking 901 

Illustration  of  the  distinction  ....   901 


FAOE 

The  legal  estate  may  not  always 
pass  on  a  sale  by  a  person  exer- 
cising an  authority  to  sell  to  a 
nominee  for  his  own  benefit    . .   902 

Terms  of  setting  aside  the  sale 
where  the  authority  is  to  pur- 
chase        903 

Where  entire  restitution  is  impos- 
sible through  the  act  of  the 
party  injured 903 

Where  the  act  was  done  in  ignor- 
ance of  the  facts  which  entitled 
him  to  rescind    904 

Where  the  act  was  done  with 
knowledge  of  such  facts 904 

Actual  fraud  of  the  agent    904 

Agent  for  purchase  selling  his 
own  land  bought  since  the 
agency  commenced    905 

Title  derived  through  a  convey- 
ance open  TO  the  objection  of 
undue  influence,  or  made  by 
cestui-qne-trust  to  trustee 905 

Title  derived  through  a  sale  by 
one  exercising  an  authority  to 
sell  to  himself   90.5 


Chap.  XVIII. 

OF  THE  DISCHARGE  OF  THE  CONTRACT. 
Discharge  of  the  obligations  of  the  contract  


907 


§  1.    Of  the  Discharge  of  the  Contract  before  Breach  and 
by  Performance. 


Discharge     of     contract     before 

breach 907 

Discharge  by  agreement 907 

1 .  Express  waiver 908 

Bills  and  notes    909 

Simple  contracts     909 

Contracts  required  to  be  put  in 
writino-     909 


Special  contracts    909 

Discharge  before  breach  of  con- 
tract to  sell  laud     910 

2.  Implied  waiver 910 

A  contract  invalid  for  want  of 
writing  cannot  be  set  up  as  an 
implied  waiver  of  a  prior  con- 
tract    911 


XXIV 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 


CHAr.  XVIII.  §  1—cojitmued. 

PAGE 

Parol  alteration  of  the  terms  of  a 
contract  required  to  be  in -writing  912 

The  alteration  must  be  put  in 
writing  and  signed    912 

Parol  variation  may  be  effectual 
where  there  is  part  performance  912 

3.  Discharge    by   non-fulfil- 

ment of  a  condition   ....   913 

A  pure  condition    913 

Condition  precedent 913 

Condition  subsequent    913 

4.  Exercise  of  a  proviso  for 

rescission 914 

Power  to  vendor  to  rescind  in 
case  of  an  unwelcome  requisi- 
tion    914 

"Whether  the  parties  are  entitled 
to  restitutio  in  integrum  where  a 
contract  partly  performed  is 
discharged  by  mutual  assent  . .   915 

Impossibility  of  performance  ....   916 

The  doctrine  is  applicable  to  any 
condition  subject  to  which  land 
is  sold,  and  which  becomes  an 
impossible  condition 918 

Impossibility  of  performance  ow- 
ing to  a  change  in  the  law  ....   919 

Position  of  the  parties  where  a 
contract  partly  performed  is 
discharged  for  impossibility  of 
performance    920 

Discharge  in  consequence  of  bank- 
ruptcy since  the  contract 921 

1.  Disclaimer  by  the  trustee  .  921 

2.  Kescission  by  the  order  of 

the  Court  of  Bankruptcy.  921 

3.  Composition  or  scheme  of 

arrangement  approved  by 
the  Court     921 

4.  Order  of  discharge    921 

Discharge  of  the  contract  by  per- 
formance   , 922 

Discharge  on  completion 922 

Completion  may  not  discharge 
every  obligation  of  the  contract.  922 


PAGE 

Collateral  stipulation    922 

Express  agreement  to  compensate 

for  errors 922 

Warranty  of  quality 923 

Collateral  agreement  restrictive  of 
the  use  of  land  or  to  lay  out 

money  thereon    923 

Breach   of   an  implied    collateral 

obligation    923 

Breach  of  vendor's  duty  to  take 
care  of  the  land  sold ;  or  to  dis- 
charge the  outgoings    923 

Variation  or  omission  of  collateral 
stipulation  intended  to  be  in- 
serted in  the  conveyance 923 

Completion  without  payment  of 

the  price 924 

Vendor's  lien 924 

"Waiver  or  abandonment  of  lien  . .   925 

Express ; 925 

or  implied    926 

Lien    on    land   taken   under   the 

Lands  Clauses  Act,  1845 927 

Vendor's  lien  on  lands  in  Middle- 
sex or  Yorkshire     927 

On  land  situate  in  a  compulsory 

registration  district 928 

Against  whom  the  vendor's  lien 
is  enforceable 928 

Where  the  vendor  has  put  it  in 
the  purchaser's  power  to  dispose 
absolutely  of  the  land 929 

Vendor  executing  conveyance 
without  payment  has  no  com- 
mon law  lien  on  the  title  deeds .  929 

How  the  lien  is  enforceable 930 

Subrogation  to  vendor's  lien  of 
person  advancing  the  purchase 
money 931 

Where  the  discharge  of  incum- 
brances discovered  after  convey- 
ance may  be  set  off  against 
unpaid  purchase  money    931 

Remedies  remaining  open  after 
conveyance 932 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 


XXV 


CiiAr.  XVIII. — continued. 

§  2.    Of  Breach  of  the  Contract  and  Discharge  therefrom  after 
Breach. 


PAGE 

Breach  of  the  coutract 933 

Time  -when  the  contract  is  broken.  934 

At  what  time  failure  to  complete 
a   sale   of   land  is  a  breach  of 

contract   934 

Service    of    notice    making    time 

essential 934 

Effect  of  breach  of  contract 935 

CormcaU  v.  Ilenson     935 

Discharge  of  a  contract  by  breach.  936 

Breach  of  warranty  of  quality  or 
similar  representation   937 

Breach  of  the  duty  to  convey  or 
pay  the  price 937 


PAGE 

Breach  of  contract  by  renunciation 

of  performance   938 

Renunciation  of  a,  contract  to  sell 

land 940 

Discharge  of  the  obligation  arisiug 

on  breach  of  contract    940 

Release  of  right  of  action    941 

Accord  and  satisfaction    941 

Award  on  arbitration    942 

Bankruptcy     942 

Judgment    943 

Effect  of  Statutes  of  Limitation. .  943 

Vendor's  lien 944 

The  equitable  right  to  specific  per- 
formance of  the  contract 946 


Chap.  XIX. 

OF  THE  REMEDIES  FOR  BREACH  OF  THE  CONTRACT. 
Remedies  for  breach  of  a  contract  to  sell  land   947 


1.    Of  Rescission  and  Resale. 


Rights  of  a  party  rescinding  the 
contract  on  the  other's  breach  .   948 

Purchaser's  lien  for  the  depo.sit, 
&c 950 

Party  rescinding  a  part -performed 
contract  liable  to  restore  any- 
thing received  thereunder    . , . .   950 

Rescission  must,  as  a  i-ule,  be 
accompanied  by  restitutio  in 
integrum   951 

Exception  in  the  case  of  a  deposit  951 

Rescission  where  the  purchaser 
has  been  in  possession 953 


Where  an  order  is  made  autho- 
rising entry  into  possession  to 
satisfy  the  vendor's  lien  after 
conveyance,  that  is  not  rescis- 
sion of  the  contract    954 

Rights  of  vendor  electing  to 
rescind 954 

Resale  after  an  election  to  rescind  955 
Resale  under  an  express  power  of 
resale    955 

Resale  to  enforce  the  vendor's 
lien    9,56 

Title  under  a  sale  by  a  vendor 
reselling 9,56 


XXVI 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 


Chap.  XIX. — continued. 


§  2.    Of  Claiming  Damages  under  the  Contract. 


PAGE 

Remedy  by  action  for  damages  at 

law   957 

What  damages  are  recoverable  . .  958 
The  general  rule  as  to  damages  . .  958 
Damages     recoverable      by     the 

vendor •  •  •  •   958 

Where  the  purchaser  has  been  in 

possession    959 

Where  a  deposit  has  been  paid  . .  959 
Where    a   conveyance    has    been 

executed 9C0 

As  to  the  vendor's    expenses  of 

the  sale    960 

What  damages  are  recoverable  by 

the  puichaser 961 

Bain  V.  FothergiU  962 

Bay  V.  Singleton 962 

EnrjeJ  v.  Fitch     963 

As  to  the  deposit  and  other  pur- 
chase money  paid 964 

Expenses  recoverable  by  the  pur- 
chaser as  damages , .    965 

Whether  the  purchaser  can  recover 
his  expenses  where  he  is  allowed 
substantial  damages  for  loss  of 

his  bargain 967 

Damages  for  loss  of  profit,  where 
land  sold  for  a  particular  piu-- 

pose 968 

Purchaser  has  no  lien  for  damages  969 
A  party  may  sue  for  specific  per- 
formance   or    damages    in    the 

alternative 969 

Judgment  for  either  remedy  bars 

the  other 969 

Effect  of  the  dismissal  of  an  action 

for  specific  performance  970 

Vendor's  position  at  law  after  his 
action  for  specific  performance 
has  been  dismissed  because  the 
title  is  doubtful 971 

Vendor  may  recover  damages  if 
the  punhaser  refuse  such  a  title 
as  he  contracted  to  take   972 

Is  the  vendor  bound  at  law^  to 
show  a  good  mnr^ftnhh  title?  . .   972 


PAGE 

Defences  to  an  action  for  damages 
for  breach  of  the  contract    ....    973 

1 .  Denial  of  the  formation  of 

the  contract    974 

2.  Denial  of  its  enforceability  974 

3.  Denial  of  its  validity   ....   974 
Mistake  avoiding  the  contract    . .   974 

4.  Discharge  from  the  con- 

tract     975 

5.  Denial  of  plaintiff's  per- 

formance of  some  condi- 
tion precedent     975 

6.  Denial  of  the  breach    ....   975 
Vendor's  position  after  judgment 

for  damages  for  or  against  him.  975 
Position  of  the  parties  where  one 
signed     the     memorandum     as 

agent    976 

Where  one  contracts  with  another 
professedly  acting  as  agent  for 
a  particular  principal,  the  lia- 
bility of  the  principal  and  agent 
is   determined   by   the   paities' 

intention 977 

Where  the  principal  is  named  in 

the  memorandum 978 

Contract  made  by  deed     978 

Foreign  principal 978 

Where  the  principal  was  not  in 
existence,  or  was  incapable  of 
contracting 979 

Contracts  by  company  promoters  .  979 

Where  the  agent  contracts  with- 
out the  principal's  authority  . ,   979 

Where  the  agency  is  disclosed, 
but  not  the  principal's  name   . .   980 

The  agent's  position 980 

Where  the  memorandum  neither 
discloses  any  principal's  name 
nor  the  fact  of  agency 982 

Contract  iaconsistent  with  the 
existence  of  an  undisclosed 
principal 982 

Representation  by  the  principal 
that  the  agent  is  a  principal    . .   983 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 


XXVll 


Chap.  XIX.  §  2 — continued. 

PAGE 

Contract  made  by  deed 983 

Principal  subject  to  equities  exist- 
ing between  the  agent  and  the 
other  contractor 983 

Alternative  liability  of  principal 
or  agent 983 

Where  one  contracts  ostensibly  on 
his  own  account  and  without 
authority  to  contract  on  behalf 
of  some  principal,  the  act  can- 
not be  ratified  by  any  persou  as 
principal 98-t 


PAGE 

Contractor  seeking  to  charge  prin- 
cipal must  prove  that  he  autho- 
rised or  ratified  the  agent's 
act    985 

Agent  contracting  within  his 
authority  but  for  his  own  ad- 
vantage       985 

Authority  of  an  estate  agent  to 
make  a  contract  of  sale     986 

Public  servant  contracting  for  the 
use  of  Government    986 


§  3.    Of  Specific  Performance. 


Differences  between  the  right  to 
damages  and  that  to  specific 

performance 987 

The  remedy  is  purely  equitable  .     987 
Lies  in  the  judicial  discretion  of 

the  Court 988 

Court  may  have  regard  to  con- 
siderations not  attended  to  at 

law 988 

In  some  cases  specific  perform- 
ance may   be   obtained  where 
there  is  no  right  to  damages . .     988 
Denial  of   the  formation  of   the 

contract 989 

Denial  of  its  enforceability    ....     990 

Denial  of  its  validity 990 

Discharge  from  the  contract. . . .     990 

Denial  of  the  breach 991 

Defences  to  a  claim  for  specific 
performance  which  would  not 

be  available  at  law 991 

Defence  that  the  Court  has  no 
jurisdiction    to   grant    specific 

performance 991 

Contract  for  sale  of  land  com- 
prising a  stipulation  not  spe- 
cifically enforceable     992 

As  a  rule  the  Court  will  not 
order  specific  performance 
unless  the  entire  contract  can 

be  so  enforced  992 

Where  the  stipulation  is  sever- 
able from  the  rest  of  the  con- 
tract          993 


Whei'e  the  stipulation  is  to  cove- 
nant to  do  some  act 993 

Where  the  stipulation  is  for  the 
plaintiff's  benefit  and  is  unper- 
formed through  the  defendant's 

default    993 

Conditions  in  which  a  building 
contract    will    be    specifically 

enforced     994 

Agreement  to   pay  a  fixed   sum 
as  a  penalty  or  as  liquidated 
damages  for  breach  of  contract     995 
Defences  not  available  at  law   . .     996 
Uncertainty  of  the  contract   ....      996 

Unfairness     997 

Twilling  V.  Morrice 998 

Innocent  misrepresentation  not 
amounting  to  a  cause  of  rescis- 
sion          99S 

Hardship   999 

Mistake 1000 

Contract  involving  a  breach   of 

some  superior  equity    1000 

Want  of  mutuality 1000 

Contract  subject  to  a  condition 
precedent  1002 

The  plaintiff's  not  continuing 
ready  and  willing  to  perform 
his  part  of  the  contract 1003 

Laches    1003 

Doubtfulness  of  the  title    1005 

Inquiry  as  to  title    1 005 


XXVlll 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 


Chap.  XIX.  §  3 — continued. 

PAGE 

Reasonable  probability  of  litiga- 
tion     1«07 

Questions  of  law  ;  previous  ad- 
verse deoision  of  equal  Court, 
though  doubted    1008 

Previous  favourable  decision 
doubted 1008 

Adverse  decision  of  inferior  Court  1008 

Title  depending  on  the  construc- 
tion of  an  ill-drawn  instrument  1008 

Title  depending  on  a  question  of 
general  law   1008 

Title  depending  on  some  general 
rule  of  construction 1008 

Title  depending  on  the  construc- 
tion of  a  general  statute 1009 

Questions  of  fact 1009 

Title  depending  on  a  presumption 
of  fact    1009 

Where  the  facts  raise  a  presump- 
tion of  the  invalidity  of  the 
title    1010 


PA&K 

Mere  suspicion  of  an  equitable 

defect 1010 

Suspicion  of  a  fact  affecting  the 
title  at  law    101 1 

Effect  of  judgment  for  specific 
performance  in  barring  action 
on  the  contract  at  law     1011 

Certificate  against  the  title  in 
vendor's  action     1012 

Specific  performance  at  suit  of 
the  purchaser    1012 

Specific  performance  with  com- 
pensation   •    1013 

Failure  to  comply  with  a  judg- 
ment for  specific  performance  .  1014 

Proceedings  to  enforce  the  judg- 
ment      1014 

Vesting  order   1014 

Order  for  rescission  of  the  con- 
tract       1014 

Enforcing  the  vendor's  lien 1015 

Jurisdiction  of  County  Courts  in 
specific  performance    1015 


§  4.    Of  a  Vendor  and  Purchaser  Summons. 


1016 


1016 


1017 


Vendor  and  Purchaser  summons  1015 
Parties  are  in  the  same  position 
as  on  a  reference  as  to  title  in 
an  action  for  specific  perlorm- 

ance    

Questions  proper  to  be  decided 
in    a   Vendor   and    Purchaser 

summons   

Questions  affecting  the  validity 

or  exiftence  of  the  contract   . . 

Court  may  decide  any  question 

proper  to  be  dealt  with,  though 

the  validity  of  the  contract  be 

also  disputed     1017 

Objeftions  to  specific  performance 
which  would  be  no  defence  at 

law 1018 

The  parties'  position  varies  ac- 
cording to  the  contention  raised 

by  either    1019 

Questions  of  the  discharge  of  the 
contract 1019 


Discharge  by  exercise  of  an  ex- 
press power  of  rescission    ....    1019 

Discharge  for  impossibility  of 
performance 1020 

Order  for  rescission  of  the  con- 
tract and  consequential  relief..   1021 

Whether  an  order  can  be  made 
giving  efiect  to  the  purchaser's 
Uen 1022 

Course  to  be  taken  on  non-com- 
pliance with  an  order  made  in 
a  Vendor  and  Purchaser  siim- 
mons 1023 

Where  a  declaration  only  is  made  1023 

Contract  to  grant  a  lease    1024 

Voluntary  gift 1024 

Form  of  application    1026 

Appeals  from  orders  on  Vendor 
and  Purchaser  summons 1025 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 


XXIX 


Chap.  XIX. — coiitinued. 
§  5.    Of  the  Purchaser'' s  Remedies  for  Disturbance  after  Completion. 


Parcliaser's  remedies  in  case  of 
the  diaooveiy  after  completioa 

of  a  defect  of  title    1026 

Where  the  coatract  was  made 
under  a  common  mistake  as  to 

the  vendor's  title 1027 

Cripps  V.  Reade 1027 

Remedy  on  covenants  for  title  . .    1029 
Absolute  covenants  for  title  avail 

only  against  rightful  claims  . .    1030 
Qaalified   covenants   against  all 
acts,    lawful  or   unlawful,    of 

the  persons  specified    1031 

Purchaser's    eviction     by    title 

paramount     1031 

Covenant  for  right   to   convey, 

when  broken 1032 

Examples  of  a  breach  of  the 
usual  vendor's  qualified  cove- 
nant for  right  to  convey 1033 

DM-id  V.  SaUn 1034 

Nature  of  the  usual  qualified 
covenants  for  quiet  enjoyment 
and  freedom  from  incum- 
brances      1036 

Breach  thereof,  when  committed  1037 
Persons  claiming  under  the  cove- 
nantor         1037 

Disturbance  by  one  claiming 
under    a    person,   whose    acts 

are  covenanted  against 1039 

What  is  a  breach  of  a  covenant 

for  quiet  enjoyment 1039 

Whether  acts  not  affecting  the 
title  or  possession  can  be  a 
breach  of  a  covenant  for  quiet 

enjoyment 1040 

Tehb  v.  Cave 1041 


PAGE 

Covenant  for  further  assurance  ..   1042 
Covenant  for   further  assurance 
does   not   enlarge    the    grant, 
unless  such  were  the  intention.   1043 

Davis  V.  Tollemachc 1044 

Bankes\.  Small     1044 

Acts    which    may    be    required 
under  a  covenant  for  further 

assurance    1044 

Measure  of  damages  for  breach 

of  covenant  for  right  to  convey  104G 
Breach   of    covenant    for    quiet 

enjoyment 1047 

Interest 1048 

Improvements   1049 

Compromise  by  the  purchaser  of 
adverse    claims   on    the    land 

purchased 10 ')0 

Action  brought  against  the  pur- 
chaser         lOol 

Covenants  for  title  run  with  the 

land,  and  are  apportionable  . .    1052 
Where  land  is  sold  with  notice  of 
a  defective  title    1052 

Covenants  for  title  procured  by 
fraud 1053 


Bankruptcy   of    covenantor 
title     


for 


1054 


If  one  sell  land  and  execute  a 
defective  conveyance,  he  will 
be  bound  in  equity  to  make 
good  the  contract  out  of  any 
estate  in  the  land  that  he  may 
afterwards  acquire 1055 

Vendor's  after-acquired  estate 
passing  to  the  purchaser  by 
estoppel 105G 


XXX 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 


Chap.  XX. 

OF  THE  SALE  OF  BEGISTERED  LAND. 


Land  registered  under  the  Land 

Transfer  Acts   10&» 

Contracts  to  seU  registered  land .   1058 
Proof  of  title  which  can  be  re- 
quired on    purchase  of  regis- 
tered land •  •  •    1059 

Matters  declared  not    to  be  in- 
cumbrances       1"^^ 

AVhere  title  absolute   1060 

Where  title  qualified 1061 

Where  title  possessory    1061 

"UHiere  vendor  not  registered  as 

proprietor 1061 

As  to  covenants  for  title     1062 

Delivery  of  laud  certificate    1062 

■\Miat  evidence   of  title  can   be 

required     1063 

No  abstract  of  registered  instru- 
ments     1063 

The  register  is  the    only   good 
evidence  of  title  to  registered 

land    

Discharge  of  registered  incum- 


1065 


brances 


1066 


1067 


Incumbrances  prior  to  first  regis- 
tration     

Instrument  of  discharge     1067 

Where  the  proprietorship  of  the 
incumbrance  is  registered 1068 

Where  the  proprietorship  of  the 
incumlirance  is  not  registered  .   1068 

Registered  charges  subsequent  to 
registration   10'j9 

Notices,  cautions,  inhibitions, 
restrictions    1070 

Production  of  the  land  certificate  1071 

Charge  by  deposit  of  the  land 
certificate lO'l 

Unregistered  estates  and  interests 
in  registered  land     1072 

Purchaser  not  entitled  to  an 
abstract  of  documents  creating 
unregistered  estates,  except  as 
to  matters  declared  not  to  be 
incumbrances    1073 


Extinguishment  of  unregistered 
estates  by  a  registered  transfer 

for  value    1074 

At  what  time  is  a  purchaser  of 
registered  land  bound  to  pay 
the  price  under  an  open  con- 
tract?     1074 

Time  for  completion    1074 

Relation  back  of  registration  to 
the  time   of   delivery    of    the 

application  therefor 1075 

Notice  of  application  for  regis- 
tration to  be  sent   to   certain 

persons   10  lo 

Priority  notice 10 '  5 

Provisional  registration 1076 

Vendor  not  entitled  to  demand 
payment  against  the  execution 

of  a  registered  transfer 1077 

Completion  at  the  Office  of  Land 

Registry    1078 

Priority  notice 1078 

Provisional  registration 1078 

Complete  registration  before  pay- 
ment  ...r ;.    1079 

As  to  requiring  complete  regis- 
tration before  payment 1079 

Is  the  purchaser  hound  to  have 
regard  to  notice  given  to  him 

of  unregistered  interests 1081 

Notice  of  a  bare  right  or  equity  .  1082 

Can  a  vendor  of  registered  land 

enforce    the     contract     where 

there  are  unregistered  estates 

or    interests     outstanding     in 

other  persons     1084 

Restrictive  conditions 1085 

Searches  on  purchase  of  regis- 
tered land 1086 

Judgment  creditor's  charge 1087 

Annuities 1087 

Land  charges   1087 

Lis  pendens     1087 

Bankruptcy  1087 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 


XXXI 


Chap.  XX. — contmued. 

PAGE 

The  search  in  the  Land  Register  1088 

Inquiries 1088 

Succession  and  estate  duty 
charged  on  registered  land    . ,    1089 

Purchaser  should  lodge  a  caution  1090 

Transfer  of  registered  land,  how 
effected 1090 

Whether  any  other  assurance 
than  a  registered  transfer  is 
required  109 1 

Sale  of  land  registered  with  a 
qualified  title    1093 

Sale  of  land  registered  with  a 
possessory  title  only    1093 

As  to  inserting  in  instrument  of 
transfer  matters  extraneous  to 
the  transferee's  registration  . .    1095 

Receipt  clause  should  be  inserted 
in  the  instrument  of  transfer  ..   1096 

Stamps  on  sale  of  registered 
land    1096 

Land  Registry  fee  stamps 1097 

Purchaser  of  registered  land  en- 
titled to  delivery  of  the  title 
deeds 1097 

Registration  with  qualified  or 
possessory  title  does  not  make 
a  good  root  of  title 1098 

Sale  of  registered  leaseholds ....    1098 

Where  held  by  underlease 1098 

Purchaser  must  require  an 
abstract  and  production  of  the 
lease  1099 

Unusually  onerous  covenants    , .    1099 

Registered  leaseholds  subject  to 
a  restriction  on  alienation  with- 
out the  lessor's  licence    1099 

Covenants  implied  on  transfer  of 
registered  leaseholds 1100 

Purchase  of  registered  land  which 
is  settled    1100 

Purchase  of  registered  land  sub- 
ject to  registered  charges  or 
incumbrances    1102 

Tacking 1103 

Consolidation  of  securities 1103 

Registered  incorporeal  heredita- 
ments...    1105 


PAGE 

Rentcharges  issuing  out  of  regis- 
tered land  1106 

Rights  appendant  and  appurte- 
naut    1107 

Creation  of  easements  or  other 
rights  over  registered  land     . .    1108 

Reservation  of  an  easement  or 
other  right  over  registered 
land     1109 

Resti'ictive  conditions  affecting 
registered  land 1110 

Removal  from  the  register  of 
restrictive  conditions   1111 

Joint  registered  proprietors   ....    1111 

Corporation  registered  as  pro- 
prietor        1112 

Transfer  to  a  corporation   1112 

Charity  lands  registered     1113 

Effect  of  a  registered  disposition 
which  if  unregistered  would  be 
void    1115 

Protection  of  persons  claiming 
under  a  tramfer  of  a  charge 
made  by  a  proprietor  entitled 
under  a  void  disposition 1116 

Undivided  share  in  land  ;  mines 
apart  from  surface 1116 

Copyholds  and  customary  free- 
holds      1117 

Manor ;  seignory     1117 

Purchase  of  registered  land  from 
a  mortgagee  exercising-  his 
power  of  sale     1117 

Purchase  from  an  incumbrancer, 
prior  to  first  registration,  not 
registered  as  proprietor  of  the 
incambrance 1118 

Searches     1121 

Purchase  from  a  mortgagee  sell- 
ing under  a  mortgage  prior  to 
registration  with  a  possessory 
title     1122 

Purchase  from  an  incumbrancer 
prior  to  first  registratiou, 
registered  as  proprietor  of  the 
incumbrance 1123 

Purchase  from  a  chargee  subse- 
quent to  registration 1124 


XXXll 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 


Chap.  XX. — contimied. 

PAGE 

Sale  and  mortgage  of  registered 
land    1125 

Remedies  couferred  by  registered 
charges  on  registered  land     . .    1125 

Mortgage  of  registered  land  by 
transfer 1 130 

Mortgage  by  registered  charge 
coupled  with  an  unregistered 
mortgage  of  the  estate    1131 


PAGE 

Mortgages  of  land  registered  with 
a  qualified  or  possessory  title..   1133 

Sale  followed  by  a  mortgage  of 
registered  land 1133 

Execution  of  the  deed  of  con- 
firmation as  an  escrow 1 135n. 

Date  of  a  deed    1 135n. 

Sale  and  mortgage  of  unregis- 
tered land  situate  in  com- 
pulsory registration  district  ..    1135 


APPENDIX  (A).  Search  in  Bankiniptcy  on  sale  of  registered  land 1141 


TABLE  OF  CASES  CITED. 
TABLE  OF  STATUTES  CITED. 
GENERAL  INDEX. 


(     xxxiii      ) 


EIUIATA. 


Page  xxvi,  line  7  from  bottom,  for  "  mortgagor"  read  mortgagee. 

6,  n.  {w),for  Thimberley  veaA  Thiiiihhby . 
for  Cotferill  read  Cotterell. 

6,  n.  [x],    \  for  "556"  read  bbS,. 

7,  n.  (/),  ]  for  Ficrcr  read  Feiree. 

7,  8,  n.  {f/),for  3rorean  read  Morean. 

17,  n.  {i),  for  Hawksicorth  read  Hawkesirorl/i. 

for  Clark  read  Clack. 
21,  n.  (^),/o»-  "522"  read  529. 
48,  n.  {k),for  Forte  read  i^or<. 
81,  n.  (y),/OT'  "  c.  89  "  read  c.  87. 
85,  n.  {o),for  Graham  read  Kail. 

111,  n.  {t),for  SheddoH  read  Shedden. 

112,  n.  {z),for  Abbot  read  Abbott. 
124,  n.  {c),for  Collier  read  Collyer. 

_  ', .      ~  '  i   /o>'  "  vendor"  rea(?  purchaser. 
171,  bne  8,    )  -^ 

202,  line  17,  *?e  "as." 

270,  n.  {b),for  Tyson  read  Tysson. 

271,  n.  {h),for  Roberts  v.  Gordon  read  7?e  Gordon. 
21i,  n.  (J),  /or  "  c.  32  "  rtfrtif^  c.  53. 

285,  n.  (r),  for  Souley  read  Sonley. 
293,  n.  (Z^-),  /o>-  "  c.  45  "  rrw^  c.  38. 

345,  n.  {y),for  Farrer  v    Farrcrs,  Ltd.  read  FarrarY.  Fnrrars,  Ltd 
379,  line  6,  /or  "  grantor  "  read  grantee. 
387,  lines  1,  5,  for  "  Act  "  read  act. 
395,  line  4,  /or  ' '  assessor  "  read  assuror. 
W. — II.  0 


XXxiv  ERRATA. 

Page  401,  line  20  ^om  bottom, /&/•  "  56  &  o7  Vict."  read  oo  &  56  Vict. 
404,  n.  {e),for  SouthJiea  read  South  Sea. 
416,  line  16,/frr  "  1851 "  read  1852. 
422,  n.  {e),for  EadeUffe  read  RatcUffe. 

431,  n.  (z),  j  ^^^^.^^  ^^^  Colhjei: 

432,  n.  (ff),  )  ■'  •' 

467,  n.  {i),for  Farrer  read  Farrar. 
476,  n,  (c^ ,  //i/'  "  counts  "  read  events. 
501,  first  line,  for  "  vendor  "  read  pnrcha.ser. 
507,  n.  '»),for  Weeks  read.  Weeke». 
584,  line  &,for  "covenantor"  /e«<f  covenantee. 
591,  n.  [I),  for  Monk  read  Moule. 
for  "172"  read  132. 
628,  n.  {qi,  for  "  c.  16  "  read  c.  116. 
718,  line  14,/m-  "Tottenham"  >•««-</ Teddingion. 

760,  n.  («),  at  bottom  of  page,  before  "railway"  inae^-t  a. 

761,  n.  {h),for  "23  Beav."  read  22  Beav. 
1108,  n.  (p),for  "  154  "  read  2-54. 


XoTE. — These  have  been  corrected  in  the  Tliird  Impression  of  Volume  I. 
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ADDENDA  TO  VOLS.  I.  AND  II. 


Pagers,  n.  (s),  add  "  Lavcry  v.  Fursell,  39  Ch.  D.  508,  518." 

'12,  n.  U),  add  at  end  ''Dickinson  v.  Barrow,  1904,  2  Ch.  339,  334." 
"^54,  n.  («),  add  "See  Re  Jackson  and  Hadoi's  Contract,  1905,  1  Ch.  603." 
'85,  last  line  but  five,  after  "title,"  add  a  note  referring  to  Re  Nisbet  and 

Potts'  Contract,  1905,  1  Ch.  391,  401. 
■^7,  n.  ((?),  add  "  CUp2>ens  Oil  Co.  y,  Edinburgh,  ^-e.   Trustees,  1904,  A.  C. 

64,  69;  Heath  v.  Beane,  1905,  2  Ch.  86,  93." 
'''100,  n.  {z),  add  "  As  to  what  is  a  public  document,  see  Mercer  v.  Denne, 

1904,  2  Ch.  534  ;   1905,  2  Ch.  538." 
•^122,  n.  {j),  add  ''  Moulton  v.  Edmonds,  1  De  G.  F.  &  J.  246,  251." 
-^124,  n.  [i],  add  ''Re  Goodrich,  1904,  P.  138." 
•425,  n.  {j),  add  "  As  to  the  presumption  of  marriage,  see  Re  Shephard, 

1904,  1  Ch.  456,  and  cases  there  cited." 
>n'n,  n.  {y),  add  "  Moultou  v.  Edmonds,  1  De  G.  F.  &  J.  246,  248." 
•^48,  n.  {d),  add  "Re  Jackson  and  Ho  den's  Contract,  1905,  1  Ch.  603." 
/163,  n.  (o),  add  "  Hume  v.  Pocock,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  379,  385." 
^73,  n.  (c),  add  "Berwick  v.  Price,  1905,  1  Ch.  632." 
•^179,  n.  (o),  add  "  Pepin  v.  Bruyire,  1902,  1  Ch.  24." 
*l92,  n.  («),  add  "When  an  administrator  is  appointed,  his  title  relates 

back  to  the  death  ;  Re  Prysc,  1904,  P.  301." 
*1[92,  n.  (o),  add  "There  is  no  right  of  retainer  out  of  real  estate;  Re 

Williams,  1904,  1  Ch.  52." 
''194,  n.  (t),  add  "  So  held,  Kemp  v.  Inland  Revenue  Cominrs.,  1905,  1  K.  B. 

581,  deciding  that  no  stamp  is  necessary  where  the  assent  is  given  in 

writing  not  under  seal." 
A97,  n.  (i),  add  "  now  reported,  1903,  2  Ch.  583." 
-^212,  n.  (a),  add  "  affirmed,  1904,  1  K.  B.  762  ;   1905,  A.  C.  406." 
/216,  n.  0),  add  "Re  Repington,  1904,  1  Ch.  811,  814." 
'  217,  n.  {k),  add  "  affii-med,  1905,  A.  C.  406." 
*^217,  n.  (w),  add  "But  see  2  Dart,  V.  &  P.  667  ;  Davidson,  Prec.  Cunv., 

vol.   2,  pt.    1,    pp.    253,   n.,  313,  n.,   4th  ed. ;  Davidson's   Concise 

Precedents,  175,  n.,  18th  ed." 
»^224,  n.  (::),  add  "  A.-G.  v.  Montagu,  reversed,  1904,  A.  C.  316." 

c2 
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rage-^2o,  n.  (/),  add  '■'■A.-G.  v.  Murmu,  1904,  1  K.  B.  16o  ;  A.-G.  v.  Leth- 

Iridge,  190o,  2  K.  B.  323." 
'227,  n.  (»/),  udd  ''A.-G.  v.  Londcsborough,  190o,  1  K.  B.  98." 
^232,  n.  (o),  add  ''Re  Bolton  Estates  Act,  1863,  1904,  2  Ch.  289." 
^232,  n.  {p),  add  "  Such  settlement  estate  duty  does  not  come  under  the 

head  of  testamentary  expenses;  Re  King,  1904,  1  Ch.  363.     And  see 

Re  Cai/k'i/,  1904,  2  Ch.  781  ;   Re  Turnhull,  190o,  1  Ch.  726." 
^35,  n.  (^),  ff^«?  "See  Lord  Advocate  v   2Ioraij,   1905,  A.  C.   .)31,  539; 

Re  Role,  1905,  2  Ch.  384." 
■^245,  n.  {g),  add  "A.-G.  v.  Londesborough,  1905,  1  K.  B.  98." 
*247,  n.  [p),  add  "A.-G.  v.  Montagu,  reversed,  1904,  A.  C.  316." 
^248,  n.  {x),  add  "  So  held.  Lord  Advocate  v.  Moray,  1905,  A.  C.  531,  539." 
•/256,  n.  (?•),  add  "  See  Re  Loveridge,  1904,  1  Ch.  518." 
^^2.57,  n.  (s),  add  "Re  Valletort,  ^-c.  Laundry  Co.,  1903,  2  Ch.  654,  659  .?-/." 
^259,  n.  (c),  add  "And  see  Re  Valletort,  ^-c.  Laundry  Co.,  1903,  2  Ch.  654, 

663." 

>A(30    n    (e)  \ 

j^^'  ?    ,.    [  add  "  Beru-ick  v.  Fricv,  1905,  1  Ch.  632." 

»26fi,  nn.  [i,  I),  ) 

^68,  n.  {t),  add  "  Carlyon  v.  Truscott,  L.  E.  20  Eq.  348." 

-''277,  nu.  (h,  o),  add  "See  also  Re  Ware,  1892,  1  Ch.  344,  347  ;  Re  A.  B., 

1899,  W.  N.  233." 
/281,  n.  («),  add  "Re  Smith,  1904,  1  Ch.  139." 

/282,  n.  (o),  add  "  As  to  the  effect  of  a  disclaimer  hy  all  the  trustees  or 
the  only  trustee,  see  Mallott  v.  Wilson,  1903,  2  Ch.  494." 
289,  n.  (<■),  add  "  Re  Smith,  1904,  1  Ch.  139." 
297,  n.  {d).  Re  Jenkins  and  RandalVs  Contract  is  now   reported,   1903, 

2  Ch.  362. 
301,  n.  [y),  add  "Hurrell\.  Littlejohii,  1904,  1  Ch.  689." 
303,  n.  [d),  add  "Re  ScholefieU,  1905,  2  Ch.  408." 
308,  n.  (e),  add  "  Raise  v.  Courtney,  1904,  2  Ch.  503." 
316,  last  line  but  one,  after  "  deeds  "  add  a  note  referring  to  Re  I'hilli- 
more's  Estate,  1904,  2  Ch.  460  ;  Re  MarshalVs  Settlement,  1905,  2  Ch. 
325. 

318,  n.  [u),  add  "Re  CouWs  Settled  Estates,  1905,  1  Ch.  712." 

319,  n.  {««),  I  add  "So  held.  Re  Wimborne  and  Browne's  Contract,  1904, 
322,  n.  {k),    /      1  Ch.  537." 

335,  n.  {s),  add  "Hurrellv.  Littlejohn,  1904,  1  Ch.  689." 
'"338,  n.  (/),  add  "If,  however,  after  such  a  release  any  other  interests 
created  by  or  under  the  settlement  should  remain  outstanding,  it  is 
thought  that  the  powers  of  the  tenant  for  life  would  not  be  extin- 
gui.shed ;  see  Re  TVimborne  and  Browne's  Contract,  1904,  1  Ch.  537; 
Re  rhillimore's  Estate,  1904,  2  Ch.  460 ;  Re  Marshall's  ScUlcincnt, 
1905,  2  Ch.  325." 
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Pa^c  31'),  u.  (.f),  Ilochoii  v.  Bcann  is  now  reported,  1903,  2  Cli.  6-47. 
353,  n.  («),  add  "  S.  C,  mm.  Fryer  v.  Ewart,  1902,  A.  C.  187." 
3o4,  n.  (c),  add  "See  now  per  Romer,   L.   J.,   Re  Allen  and  JJriscoWs 

Contract,  1904,  2  Ch.  226." 
360,  n.  {h),  add  "  See  Re  Spark's  Lease,  1905,  1  Ch.  456." 
369,  n.  {h),  add  "  Capital  and  Counties  Banlc,  Ltd.  v.  Rhodes,  1903,  1  Ch. 

631,  654." 
371,  n.  (q),  substitute  "Land  Transfer  Rules  (1903),  69." 
371,  n.  (r),/o)' "  Land  Transfer  Rides  (June,   1899),   r.   60,"  substitute 

"  Land  Transfer  Rules  (1903),  70  "  ;  and  for  "  Land  Transfer  Rules, 

1898,    Nos.    43—57,"    substitute    "Land    Transfer    Rules    (1903), 

50—67." 
373,  n.  {x),  add  "See  also  pp.  64G,  1074  —  1081,  below." 

384,  n.  (o),  add  "James  v.  Salter,  3  Bing.  N.  C.   544  ;  Irish  Land  Com- 
mission V.   Grant,   10  App.  Cas.    14,   26,   27  :  Howitt  v.  Harrington, 
1893,  2  Ch.  497,  504,  507." 
'386,  line  13,  /or  "  Central  Office  of  Supreme  Court"   )ra<^  "  Offica  of 
Land  Registry." 
386,  n.  {d),  add  "  Stat.  63  &  64  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  21,  and  Order  thereunder, 

W.  N.,  18th  Aug.  1900." 
402,  n.  (17),  ff<f<^  "  And  the  Acts  consolidated  may  be  referred  to  as  a 
guide  to  the  meaning  of  the  consolidating  enactment,  if  ambiguous  ; 
R.  V.  Abrahams,  1904,  2  K.  B.  859." 
405,  n.  (i),  add  "  A.-G.  v.  National  Epileptic  Hospital,  1904,  2  Ch.  252." 
405,  n.  [l),  add'm  paragraph  (2)  "  see  Re  Bod's  Charity,  1905,  1  Ch.  442." 
410,  n.  [e),  add  "See  Wray  v.  Wray,  1905,  2  Ch.  349,  352." 
■'413,  n.  (x),  add  "In  Re  Bourne,  1906,  1  Ch.  113,  it  was  held  by  Farwell, 
J.,  that,  where  articles  of  partnership  provide  for  the  purchase  by 
the  surviving  partner  of  the  share  of  a  deceased  partner,  an  equitable 
mortgage  made  by  the  surviving  partner,  who  continued  to  carry  on 
the  business,  by  deposit  of  the  title  deeds  of  land,  which  had  belonged 
to  the  firm,  to  secure  his  own  private  debt,  took  priority  over  the  lien 
of  the  deceased  partner's  executors  for  the  unpaid  purchase  money. 
This  was  so  decided  on  the  authority  of  Re  Langmead's  Trusts  (20  Beav. 
20  ;  7  De  G.  M.  «&  G.  353),  deciding  that  a  surviving  partner  has 
authority  to  mortgage  a  policy  of  life  assurance  forming  part  of  the 
assets  of  the  partnership  to  raise  money  to  pay  the  debts  of  the  firm, 
and  the  mortgagee  is  not  concerned  to  see  or  enquire  as  to  the  appli- 
cation of  the  mortgage  money.  As  it  appears  that  each  partner  has 
authority  during  the  continuance  of  the  partnership  to  make  an 
equitable  mortgage  of  any  land  belonging  to  the  partncrshi'i]  to  raise 
money  for  the  purposes  of  the  business  of  the  firm,  it  seems  that  no 
fault  can  be  found  with  the  actvial  decision  in  Re  Bourne  ;  since  the 
authority  of  each  partner  to  bind  the  firm  continues  after  the  disso- 
lution of  the  partnership,  so  far  as  may  be  necessary  to  wind  u^  the 
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aflFairs  thereof .  (See  above,  Vol.  I.,  pp.  412,  413.)  But  the  reporter  of 
the  ease  of  BcBouDichns  prefaced  it  \v'ith  the  head  note  '  A  sui'viving 
partner  can  mortgage  or  sell  partnership  real  estate  for  the  purposes 
of  the  business,  and  the  mortgagee  or  purchaser  is  not  concerned  to 
see  to  the  application  of  the  money  unless  he  has  notice  that  it  is 
going  to  be  used  for  an  improper  purpose.'  No  such  general  propo- 
sition is  laid  down  in  the  judgment ;  and  it  is  submitted  that  the 
decision  in  this  case  is  no  authority  for  the  statement  in  the  head  note 
as  regards  the  sale  by  a  surviving  partner  of  partnership  real  estate. 
It  does  not  appear  that  one  partner  has  authority  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  partnership  to  sell  real  estate  belonging  to  the 
partnership,  except  where  the  ordinary  business  of  the  firm  is  to  sell 
land  ;  and  there  is  therefore  a  difficulty  about  the  sale  by  a  surviving 
partner  of  partnership  real  estate,  which  does  not  occur  in  the  case 
of  an  equitable  mortgage.  (See  above.  Vol.  I.,  pp.  412,  413;  and 
Butchart  v.  Dresser,  10  Har?,  453,  456,  4  De  G.  M.  &  G.  542,  544  ; 
West  of  England,  %c.  Bank  v.  Murch,  23  Ch.  D.  138,  which  were  not 
cited  in  Ec  Bourne.)'''' 

Page'^420,  n.  {x),  add  a  reference  to  Cave  v.  Cave,  15  Ch.  D.  639. 

'420,  line  6,  after  "  hands  {x)  "  i?isert  "  And  after  completion  of  the  con- 
tract by  conveyance  and  payment  of  the  purchase -money,  he  remains 
subject  to  such  of  these  prior  equities  as  amount  to  an  interest  in  the 
land,  in  distinction  from  a  bare  right  of  suit  [xx). 

"{xx)  See  Cave  v.  Cave,  15  Ch.  D.  639,  645—649.     To  a  bare  right 
of  suit  in  equity,  such  as  a  claim  to  set  aside  a  conveyance  for  fraud, 
he  could,  after  payment  of  the  price,  plead  purchase  for  value  with- 
out notice  of  the  equity ;  see  S.  C.  ;  below,  p.  674  and  n.  {a)." 
427,  n.  («),  add  "  now  reported,  1903,  2  Ch.  539." 
436,  n.  {t),  add  "  See  Bateman  v.  Ifunt,  1904,  2  K.  B.  530." 
440,  n.  {I),  add  "-Re  Stucley,  1906,  1  Ch.  67,  78." 

448,  n.  [y),  -. 

449,  n.  {q),   >  odd  "  I'lewsv.  Samuel,  1904,  1  Ch.  464." 
453,  n.  ip),  ' 

455,  n.  (c"),  add ''^ee  Re  Allen  and  Drisvoll's   Contract,  1904,  2   Ch.  226; 

Millard  \.  Bulhy,  ^e.  Council,  1905,  1   K.  B.  60;  East  Hani  Council  \. 

Aylett,  1905,  2  K.  B.  22." 
466,  n.  (a),  add  "now  reported,  1903,  2  Ch.  583." 
468,  n.  [p),  add  reiereuces  to  Bruner  v.  Moore,  1904,  1  Ch.  305  ;    H'oodall 

v.  Clifton,  1905,  2  Ch.  257. 

474,  n.  {q),  add  "now  reported,  1903,  2  Ch.  583." 

475,  n.  (y),  add  "  Re  Eraser,  1901,  1  Ch.  726." 
478,  n.  (i),  add  "  Re  Gucdcdla,  1905,  2  Ch.  331." 

478,  nn.  («,  o),  add  "  levy  v.  Stoydon,  1898,  1  Ch.  478,  483,  4S4,  affirmed, 
1899,  1  Ch.  5." 
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Page  478,  n.  (?;),  add  "  Leiijv.  Sto(/d(,N,  \\U  sup.  ;   Re  Reis,  1904,  2  K.  B.  7G9, 
777,  781,  787,  affirmed,  dohi.  (Hough  v.  Sami(el,  1905,  A.  C.  442." 
479,  n.  [u],  add  "  See  Re  Cohen,  190;'),  2  K.  B.  704." 
48r),  n.  (i),  add  "  Bavls  v.  Pctric,  1905,  2  K.  B.  528,  530." 
492,  n.  [g),  add  a  reference  to  Re  Browne,  1894,  3  Ch.  412. 
501,  n.  (s),  add  "  affirmed,  1903,  A.  C.  414." 

529,  n.  (;/),  add  "  Cornbrook,  S;c.  Co.  v.  Laiv  Debenture  Corpn.,  1904,  1  Ch. 
103  ;  lU'mfjicorth  v.  Houldsworih,  1904,  A.  C.  355." 

537,  n.  {d),   add  "See  Re  Allen  and  DriscoWs  Contract,  1904,  1  Ch.  493, 
2  Ch.  226." 

538,  n.  [g),  and  "  Gas  Light  and  Col'e  Co.  v.  Cannon  Breirery  Co.,  reversed, 
1904,  A.  C.  331." 

540,  n.  {t),  add  "  Seddon  v.  North  Eastern  Salt  Co.,  1905,  1  Ch.  32G." 
558,  n.  (;»),  add  "  Mellor  v.  Walmesley,  1905,  2  Ch.  1G4." 
566,  n.  {b),  add  ''Ray  v.  Sazeldine,  1904,  2  Ch.  17." 
568,  n.  {h),  add  "  Great  Western  Ry.  Co.  v.  Fisher,  1905,  1  Ch.  316." 
575,  n.  (m),  add  "Re  Irwin,  1904,  2  Ch.  752." 

575,  n.  {x),  add ''Re  Tringham's  Trusts,  1904,  2  Ch.  487;  Re  Irivin,  ib. 
752,  764  ;  Re  Oliver's  Settlement,  1905,  1  Ch.  191  ;  confirming  the 
statement  in  the  text." 
''584,  instead  of  the  last  paragraph,  insert  "If  on  a  conveyance  of  land 
covenants  for  title,  express  or  statutory,  be  obtained  by  fraud,  the 
covenantor  may  well  plead  the  fraud,  in  avoidance  of  the  contract, 
in  any  action  brought  against  him  on  the  covenants  by  the  original 
covenantee.  But  if  the  covenantee  assign  over  his  estate  in  the  land 
to  a  purchaser  for  value  without  notice  of  the  fraud,  the  assignee 
will  be  entitled,  as  such,  to  enforce  the  covenants ;  and  the  covenantor 
will  no  longer  be  enabled  to  set  up  the  plea  of  fraud  {e) . 

"  {e)  David  v.  Sabin,  1893,  1  Ch.  523,  overruling  the  dictum  to  the 
contrary  in  Onward  Building  Society  v.  Sinithson,  1893,  1   Ch.  1,  13; 
see  below,  pp.  1053,  1054." 
591,  n.  (/.),  add  "  see  Harris  v.  Boots,  1904,  2  Ch.  376." 
593,  n.  (;;),  add  "  The  opinion  maintained  in  the  text  is  now  confirmed; 

Re  Poole  and  Clarke's  Contract,  1904,  2  Ch.  173." 
595,  n.  (c),  add  "Above,  p.  216;  2   Dart,  V.   &  P.  668  ;  Re  Repington, 

1904,  1  Ch.  811,  814." 
616,  n.  {q),  add  '' Riiiuucr  v.  Webster,  1902,  2  Ch.  162,  173,  174." 
619,  last  line  but  thi-ee,  after  "instrument"  add  a  reference  to  ruder- 
ground,  ^-c.  Co.  V.  Inland  Revenue  Commrs.,  1905,  1  K.  B.  174." 
644,  n.  (o),  add  "But  consider  Re  Jackson  and  Haden's  Contract,   1905, 
1  Ch.  603." 

667,  n.  [e),  add  at  end  "  Edmunds  v,  Edmunds,  1904,  P.  362." 

668,  n.  (0,  add  a  reference  to  Re  Hubhick,  1905,  P.  129. 
675,  n.  (A),  add  "Re  Palmer's,  <^-c.  Co.,  1904,  2  Ch.  743." 


Xl  ADDENDA. 

Page  681,  n.  {(/),  add  "Spoor  v.  Greer,,  L.  R.  9  Ex.  99,  109." 

684,  n.  [t],  add  "  Seddon  v.  Xorth   Eastern  Salt  Co.,  1905.  1  Ch.  32G,  334, 

335." 
G94,  n.  (r),  add  "  Wood  v.  Scarth,  2  K.  &  J.  33." 
694,  n.  (s),  add  "Rudd\.  Lascelles,  1900,  1  Ch.  815,  820." 
697,  n.  (/.),  add  "  He  Roberts,  1905,  1  Ch.  704." 
699,  n.  (.s),  add  a  reference  to  He  Hubbiick,  1905,  P.  129. 
720,  n.  [h),  add  "  Re  Tringham's  Trusts,  1904,  2  Ch.  487,  495." 
726,  n.  (m),  add  "  Ellinger  v.  Mutual,  i-c.,  1905,  1  K.  B.  31." 

731,  n.  (m),  I  „^^  w  ,5.^^^^„  ^   Xorth  Eastern  Salt  Co.,  1905,  1  Ch.  326." 

732,  n.  (//),  ) 

732,  n.  (d),  add  "  Wautou  v.  Coppard,  1899,  1  Ch.  92." 
735,  n.  (/),  add&itev  Ex  parte  Whittaher,  "Re  Eastgate,  1905,  1   K.  B. 
465." 

737,  n.  {q),  add  "  Wauton  v.  Coppard,  1899,  1  Ch.  92." 

738,  n.  {a),  add  "Nash  v.  Calthorpe,  1905,  2  Ch.  237." 

741,  n.  (>•),  add  "  See  Ruben  v.  Great  Fingall  Consol.,  Ltd.,  now  reported, 
1904,  2  K.  B.  712,  725,  731." 

744,  line  11,  after  "  consent  "  add  a  note  :  "  See  Re  Hare  and  O'More's 
Contract,  1901,  1  Ch.  93,  where  the  contract  was  rescinded  in  a 
vendor  and  purchaser  sununons,  a  proceeding  in  which  there  is 
no  jurisdiction  to  rescind  for  misrepresentation  as  such;  below, 
p.  745,  n.  (s)." 

745,  nn.  [q,  u),  add  "  Seddm  v.  Xorth  Eastern  Salt  Co.,  1905,  1  Ch.  326." 

745,  nn.  {t,  x),  add  "  Law  v.  Law,  1905,  1  Ch.  140,  158,  159." 

746,  n.  (r),  add  "  See,  however,  as  to  the  rule  of  equity  giving  com- 
pensation for  deterioration,  Lagunas,  ^c.  v.  Lagunas,  S;c.,  1899,  2  Ch. 
392,  433,  456." 

747,  n.  (?),  add  "  Fitzroy  v.  Cave,  1905,  2  K.  B.  364,  371." 

748,  n.  (s),  add  "  Re  Eastgate,  1905,  1  K.  B.  465." 

750,  n.  (i),  add  "  Re  Hare  and  O'More's  Contract,  1901,  1  Ch.  93,  97." 
754,  nn.  {d,  I),  add  "  Ruben  v.  Great  Fingall  Consol.,  Ltd.,  now  reported, 

1904,  2K.  B.  712." 
761,  n.  (e),  add  "  Luddy's  Trustee  v.  Reard,  33  Ch.  D.  500,  517—520." 

778,  n.  (c),  add  "See  Hermann  v.  Charlesivorth,  1905,  2  K.  B.  123." 

779,  n.  (A),  add  "  Finck  v.  Tranter,  1905,  1  K.  B.  427  ;  and  see  Seymour 
V.  Pickett,  ib.  715." 

790,  n.  (A),  add  "  Except  wills  of  personalty  made  by  infant  soldiers  on 
active  service,  or  infant  sailors  at  sea  ;  Re  Farquhar,  4  Notes  of  Cases, 
651,  652  ;  Re  McMurdo,  L.  R.  1  P.  &  D.  540." 
793,  n.  (f),  add  "  not  applying  to  infant  married  women  ;  sect.  61  (1)." 
793,  n.  (/),  add  "  Re  Sparrow's  Settled  Estate,  1892,  1  Ch.  412." 
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Page  794,  n.  (q),  add  "  AV  Clabbon,  1904,  2  Ch.  i6o." 

797,  n.  [d),  add  "  And  see  lie  Meis,  1904,  2  K.  B.  769,  as  to  the  nature 

of  this  kind  of  contract." 
801,  n.  (k),  add  a  reference  to  Daili/  'Telegraph  Co.  v.  McLuHi/h/ui,  1904, 

A.  C.  776  ;  Be  Walker,  1905,  1  Ch.  160. 
808,  n.  [1),  add  "  See  as  to  a  power  to  appoint  among  children,  lie  A., 

1904,  2  Ch.  328  ;  and  as  to  the  release  of  a  power.  Re  lltrst,  1892, 
W.  N.  177  ;  He  Iio.se,  1904,  2  Ch.  348." 

825,  n.  {a),  add  "  lie  Crawford's  Settlement,  1905,  1  Ch.  11." 
830,  n.  (A-),  add  "  &(rman  v.  Wharton,  1891,  1  Q.  B.  491    (deciding  the 
point)." 

o.n'  °'  ,    [   \  «^'^  at  end  "  Bolitho  v.  Gidleu,  1905,  A.  C.  98." 
842,  n.  (w),  )  ^;  ) 

844,  n.  {t),add,   '' Fuwhij  v.  Pawhi/,    1905,    1   Ch.   593;   Bresel  v.    Elli.s, 

1905,  1  K.  B.  574." 

854,  n.  (;•),  add  "  Re  ThotnpsuiCs  Settlement  Trusts,  1905,  1  Ch.  229,  232." 
857,  n.  {k),  add  "  And  see  Re  David  Payne  ^-  Co.,  Ltd.,  1904,  2  Ch.  608." 
871,  nn.  {h,  c),  add  "Re   Xiyir,  S;c.    Co.,  now  reported  nom.  Re   Ta\jlor\ 

Agreement    Trusts,    1904,    2    Ch.    737,    741.       And    see    Re   Richard 

Mills,  Ltd.,  1905,  W.  N.  36." 

873,  nn.  {o,  p),  add  "  Clay  v.  Rafford,  5  De  G.  &  S.  768,  780." 

885,  n.  («/),  add  "■Re  W.  Tasker  S;  Sons,  Ltd.,  1905,  2  Ch.  587." 

915,  n.  lb),  ) 

_        /  'I    (  l^ii'^^tt  V.  Crutchlcy  has  been  affii-med,  1906,  A.  C.  7. 

925,  n.  (A),  add  ''Re  Stucley,  1906,  1  Ch.  67,  79." 

939,  nn.  (/*,  i),  yadd  "And  see  Braithwaite  v.    Foreign    Hardwood    Co., 

940,  n.  (r),         J      1905,  2  K.  B.  543." 

943,  n.  {p),  add  ''Re  Stucley,  1906,  1  Ch.  67,  81." 
994,  n.  (o),  add  "  Molyneux  v.  Richard,  1906,  1  Ch.  34." 
1039,  n.  (<),  add  "  Williams  \.  Gabriel,  1906,  1  K.  B.  155." 
1108,  n.  [p),  add  "This  is  expressly  provided  for  by  stat.  38  &  39  Vict. 
c.  87,  s.  30." 


W.-li. 


THE  LAW 


RELATING  TO 


VENDOR  AND  rUllCHASEll  OF  LANDS. 


CHAPTER  XHI. 

OF  MISTAKE. 

§  1.  Of  Mistake  as  precluding  true  Consent. 
§  2.  Of  Mistake  in  the  expression  of  Consent, 
and  its  Rectification. 


In  the  previous  part  of  this  book  the  normal  course  of 
a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  has  been  traced  from  its 
formation  down  to  its  completion.  We  will  now  treat 
of  the  avoidance  of  the  contract.  This  may  take  place 
either  because  the  consent  of  a  party  thereto  is  in  some 
way  impeachable,  as  on  the  ground  of  mistake,  fraud, 
misrepresentation,  duress  or  undue  influence  ;  or  because 
the  contract  is  tainted  with  illegality ;  or  because  the 
parties  or  one  of  them  are  or  is  not  of  full  capacity  to 
buy  or  sell  land  (a) .  We  will  consider  these  grounds 
of  avoiding  the  contract  in  the  order  in  which  they  are 
named.     And  first,  of  Mistake. 

§  1. — Of  Mistake  as  2)>'ccludin(j  true  Consent. 

We  have  seen  [b)  that,  in  order   to   make  a  valid 
contract,  it  is  necessary  that  there  should  be  true,  full 

(a)  Above,  pp.  1,  2.  (i)  Above,  p.  2. 
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and  free  consent  of  tlie  parties ;  that  is,  consent  unim- 
peachable as  having  been  induced  by  mistake,  mis- 
representation, fraud,  duress  or  undue  influence.  In 
dealing  with  mistake,  as  the  cause  of  the  want  of 
consent,  let  us  first  eliminate  the  ease  where  the  parties 
are  really  agreed  but  there  is  an  error  in  the  expression 
of  their  consent.  In  that  case  the  error  may  generally 
be  rectified.  And  we  will  discuss  the  subject  of  mistake 
as  a  ground  for  the  rectification  of  the  agreement,  after 
we  have  considered  it  as  giving  rise  to  a  claim  for 
obtaining  the  avoidance  or  resisting  the  specific  per- 
formance of  the  contract. 


"Where  the 

contract  is 
impeachable 
for  mistake, 
misrepreseu- 
tition,  fraud, 
&e.,  there  is 
always  an 
apparent 
consent. 

No  real 
assent  in  the 
case  of 
mistake. 


In  the  case  of 
misrepresen- 
tation, fraud, 
&c.,  there  is 
real  consent 
induced  by- 
belief  in  non- 
existent facts 
or  by  coercive 
influence. 


Now  in  all  cases  where  the  validity  of  a  contract  is 
impeachable  on  the  ground  of  mistake,  misrepresenta- 
tion, fraud,  duress  or  undue  influence,  there  is  an 
apparent  consent  of  the  parties.  At  first  sight,  their 
minds  are  met.  But  the  case  of  mistake  appears  to 
differ  from  the  other  grounds  above  mentioned  for 
setting  aside  the  contract  in  this,  that  where  there  is 
mistake  there  never  has  been  an  intention  common  to 
both  parties — the  one  has  never  given  any  real  assent 
to  what  has  been  proposed  by  the  other.  Apparently, 
the  one  did  an  act  Avhich  amounted  in  the  law  to 
contract :  but  his  mind  did  not  accompany  his  overt  act ; 
he  never  intended  to  do  what,  to  all  outward  appear- 
ance, he  did.  But  in  the  case  of  misrepresentation, 
fraud,  duress  or  undue  influence,  a  consent,  which  is  to 
a  certain  extent  a  true  consent,  aecomj^anies  the  act, 
which  is  outwardly  manifested.  The  party  misled  by 
misrepresentation  or  fraud,  or  coerced  or  influenced, 
really  means  to  agree  with  the  other  in  the  terms 
expressed ;  he  truly  intends  to  contract ;  only  he  would 
not  have  been  willing  to  do  so,  if  he  had  known  the 
truth  with  regard  to  the  fact,  as  to  which  he  was  misled 
by  the  other,  either  innocently  or  fraudulently,  or  if  he 
had  not  been  forced  or  influenced.     The  consequence  of 
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this  distinction  is  very  marked.     Contracts  induced  by  Mistake 
any  mistake,  wliicli  tlie  mistaken  party  is  not  estopped  contract  void 
from  assertinfi;',  are  altogether  void  from  the  beffinninn^;  from  the 

1  ,  f  1  SO'   beginning. 

tliere  never  has  been  from  tlie  outset  any  agreement 
between  the  parties.     But  contracts  induced  by  mis-  Contracts 
rej)resentafion,   fraud,    &c.,   are    voidable    only.       This  misrepresJn- 
contrast  is  perhaps  best  illustrated  in  the  case  of  nego-  tation.fraul. 
tiable  instruments.     A  bill  of  exchange  or  promissory  able  only. 
note,   v.'hich   wns    given    or    made    by   some    averrable 
mistake,  excluding  true  consent,  is  void,  and  is  there- 
fore of  no  more  avail  in  the  hands  of  a  holder  in  due 
course  than  a  forged  bill  or  note  (c).     But  a  bill  or  note 
procured  to  be  made  by  fraud,  though  voidable  by  the 
giver  or  maker  as  against  the  party  who  misled  him,  is 
valid  in  the  hands  of  a  holder  in  due  course,  against 
Avhom  the  plea  of  fraud  cannot  prevail  {(/). 

"With  regard  to  mistake  as  a  ground  for  avoiding  a  The  rule  is 
contract  altogether,  the  rule  of  the  common  law  appears  owinV  to 
to  be  that,  in  order  to  make  a  valid  contract,  there  must  mistake  the 

parties   minds 

be  true  consent  of  the  parties  ;  so  that,  where  owing  to  are  not  at  one, 
a  mistake  the  parties'  minds  are  not  at  one,  the  contract  coutracfc°° 
is  void ;  that  is  to  say,  there  is  no  agreement  at  all  (p)  . 

(c)  Foster  v.  Mackinnon,  L.  R.  lands  or  goods,  this  rule  is  sub- 
4  C.  P.  704  ;  Lewis  v.  Clay,  G7  ject  to  the  qualification  that  the 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  224.  As  to  forged  assent  of  the  alienee  is  presumed 
instrument-<,  see  next  Chapter,  until  the  contraiy  be  shown,  and 
§  1,  at  end.  in  the  meantime  lif  the  convey- 

[d)  Stat.  45  &  46  Vict.  c.  fil,  ance  weie  duly  made  in  accord- 
ss.  29,  30,  38  ;  Tcitain  v.  Hdslav,  an-e  with  the  forms  prescribed  by 
23  Q.  B.  D.  345  ;  Clutfon  v.  Atten-  law)  the  alienor  is  estopped  from 
horoiHjh,  1895,  2  Q.  B.  300,  707  ;  disputing  the  assurance.  Thus 
1897,  A.  C.  90.  if  one  disclaim   a  conveyance  of 

(r)   Smith  V.  H>i(jhcs,   L.   R.    G  lands  or  goods  made  to  him,  the 

Q.    B.   597,  607,  609  ;  Benjamin  conveyance    is    thenceforth   void 

on  Sale,  42,  2nd  ed.     The  same  as  from  the  time  of  its  execution  : 

rule  appears  to  hold  good  as  re-  but  until  disclaimer  the  estate  or 

gards    the    conveyance    of    any  property  jjasses  to   the   alienee, 

property  ;    if   there   be   no   true  See   Bract,  fo.    15  b,   16  ;  Y.   B. 

assent  of  the  parties  in  parting  7  Edw.  IV.  20  (pi.  21),  29  (pi.  14) ; 

with    and   accepting    the    thing  ThoroiKjhgood's   ca^e,    2    Rep.    9  ; 

assured,  the  conveyance  is  void.  Biifkr and Jjalrr's case,  SHe^p. '25a., 

But  as  regards  the  conveyance  of  26b  ;  Shep.  Touch.  229,  2G7,  285  ; 

1(2) 
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Unilateral 
mistake. 


If  one 
manifest 
a  certain 
intention,  lie 
is  estopped 
from  proving 
that  his  real 
intention  was 
different. 


And  it  seems  that  this  rule  may  in  some  cases  hold 
good,  notwithstanding  tliat  the  mistake  be  that  of  one 
party  only,  the  other  truly  intending  to  contract  in  the 
terms  expressed  (,/').  The  rule  is,  however,  subject  to 
the  qualification,  that  "  whatever  be  a  man's  real  inten- 
tion, if  lie  iiianifeds  an  intention  to  another  party,  so  as 
to  induce  the  latter  to  act  upon  it  in  making  a  contract, 
he  will  be  estopped  from  denying  that  the  intention  as 
manifested  was  his  real  intention"  {(j).  In  other  words, 
the  rule  requiring  true  consent  of  the  parties  to  a  con- 
tract is  modified  by  the  operation  of  the  general  rule  of 
law  that  every  man  is  taken  to  intend  the  natural  and 
reasonable  consequences  of  his  own  overt  acts,  including 
his  spoken  or  written  words;  he  is  estopped  from  showing 
that  what  he  really  intended  was  something  different 
from  ^^'llat  a  man  of  ordinary  intelligence  would  natu- 
rally and  reasonably  infer  from  those  acts  or  words  (//). 
And  this  qualification  is  of  enormous  importance ; 
indeed  in  practice  the  qualification  overshadows  the 
rule.  For  the  instances,  in  which  a  person  truly  mis- 
taken is  estopped  from  proving  his  real  intention,  are  so 
much  more  common  than  those  in  which  there  is  no 
such  estoppel,  that  Avhen  we  come  upon  a  case  where  a 
man's  real  intention  may  be  set  up  to  defeat  an  apparent 
expression  of  his  consent,  we  are  apt  to  regard  it  as 
exceptional  (/). 


7'hompnon  v.  Leach,  2  Vent.  198, 
202,  208  ;  2  Prest.  Abst.  226  — 
228  ;  Siqgers  \.  Evans,  5  E.  &  B. 
367,  :386  sq.  ;  Expte.  Cote,  L.  R. 
9  Ch.  27.  32  ;  Utamling  v.  Boiv- 
ring,  31  Ch.  D.  282  ;  Mallott  v. 
Wilson,  1903.  2  Ch.  494. 
(/)  See  ThoroughgoocVs  case,  2 


Rep.  9  ;  below,  pp.  671,  672. 

{g)  BenjanunonSale,45,  2nded. 

(h)  Freeman  v.  Cooke,  2  Ex.  65 1, 
G63  ;  Cornish  v.  Abington,  4  H.  & 
N.  549,  555,  556 ;  Smith  v.  Hughes, 
L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  597,  607,  609  ; 
Smith  V.  Chadwick,  9  App.  Cas. 
187,  190. 


(i)  The  writer  is  aware  that  it  is  contended  by  eminent  jurists  that 
the  law  has  no  concern  at  all  with  the  real  intentions  of  the  p.irties  to 
a  contract,  but  can  only  resrard  the  intention  which  they  have  out- 
wardly manifested  ;  O.  W.  Holmes,  The  Common  Law,  309  ;  Holland, 
Jurisprudence,  246—252,  9th  ed.  It  is  nevertheless  submitted  that 
the  common  law  of  England  is  as  stated  in  the  text,  and  recognises, 
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Contracts  then  purported  to  bo  made  by  spoken  or  Mistake  on 

.  ,  -  ,  .  ,  ,    some  point 

written  words   apparently   expressing   a  true   consent  going  to  the 
are,  as  a  rule,  void  if  there  be  no  real  agreement  of  the  ^^^^^  subject 
parties'  minds  in  some  point  which  goes  to  the  whole  contract. 

as  a  rule  of  pure  law  (so  pure  that  it  rarely  emerges  from  the  region 
of  abstract  theory  into  concrete  shape),  that  the  true  consent  of  the 
parties  is  necessary  to  miike  a  valid  conti-act.  This  precept  of  per- 
fection is  almost  always  obscured  by  the  operation  of  the  qualifying 
law  of  estoppel  by  outward  manifestation  of  consent.  But  it  is  con- 
tended that  the  principle,  that  true  consent  is  necessary  to  make  a 
contract,  is  exhibitid  in  the  case  wh(!ro  the  terms  of  a  written  con- 
tract contain  a  latent  ambitruity  -n-ith  regard  to  the  subject  matter 
thereof.  Thus  in  the  well-known  ease  of  liafflcs  v.  jric/icUuius,  RnJU'S  v. 
2  H.  &  C.  906,  where  the  jilaiutiff  sued  for  breach  of  a  contract  for  irichclhaus. 
the  sale  of  goods  "to  arrive  ex  Peerless,"  it  was  pleaded  that  the 
defendant  meant  a  ship  so  called  which  sailed  from  Bombay  in 
October,  but  the  plaintiff  had  not  oiftTed  any  goods  arriving  by  this 
ship  in  fulfilment  of  the  contract,  and  had  only  offered  goods  arriving 
by  another  ship  of  the  same  name  ;  and  this  was  held  upon  the 
piaintiflt's  demurrer  to  be  a  good  plea.  This  decision  shows  that 
where  there  is  no  true  consent,  there  is  no  contract.  But  if  the  plea 
had  V)een  set  up  fraudulently,  it  would  have  been  competent  to  the 
plaintiff  to  join  issue  thereon  and  to  give  evidence  that  the  defen- 
dant really  meant  the  same  ship  as  the  plaintiff ;  see  cases  cited, 
below,  pp.  677,  n.  { p),  699,  n.  (s)  ;  Smith  v.  Thompson,  8  C.  B.  44,  59, 
60  ;  Brujf  v.  Coin/beare,  13  C.  B.  N.  S.  263,  274,  275.  It  thus  appears 
that  ultimately  the  law  does  regard  the  parties'  real  intention.  If 
this  were  not  so,  and  the  law  weie  iici-cr  concerned  with  anything  but 
what  the  parties  have  miid,  every  contract  expressed  in  terms  similar 
to  that  in  Hajfles  v.  Tf'icheUi((i(s  would  be  void  for  uncertainty  so  soon 
as  it  appeared  that  the  description  coidd  be  apjilied  to  more  than  one 
object,  and  no  further  evidence  would  be  admissible.  But  that  is  not 
the  law.  If  I  have  two  estates  called  Blackacre,  one  in  Hampshire 
and  the  other  in  Northumberland,  and  I  contract  with  J.  S.,  who 
knows  nothing  of  my  estate  in  Northumberland,  but  whom  I  have 
shown  over  my  estate  in  Hampshire  as  an  intending  purchaser,  to 
sell  to  him  "  my  estate  called  Blackacre,"  this  contract  is  not  rendered 
void  for  uncertainty  on  my  proving  that  I  have  another  Blackacre  in 
Nortliumberland,  but  J.  S.  is  at  liberty  to  give  oral  evidence  that  I 
took  him  over  Blackacre  in  Hampshire  and  offered  to  sell  that  pro- 
perty to  him,  and  so  to  prove  that  that  property  is  what  was  really 
referred  to  or  meant  by  both  parties  in  the  written  memorandum 
under  the  descrii^tion  of  "  my  estate  called  Blackacre."  It  must  be 
admitted,  however,  that  there  is  authority  for  the  theory  that,  in 
such  cases,  the  question  is  not  what  did  the  parties  intend,  but  is,  what 
is  the  signification  of  the  words  they  have  used ;  Parke,  J.,  Richmrlscn 
v.  JT'atnon,  4  B.  &  Ad.  787,  800;  and  see  L.  Q.  R.  xx.  245.  This 
view  is  upheld  by  Mr.  Justice  O.  W.  Holmes,  The  Common  Law, 
p.  309,  where  he  maintains  that  the  true  ground  of  the  decision  in 
Jiafflcs  V.  Wichclhaus  was,  not  that  each  party  wcant,  but  that  each  said 
a  different  thing  ;  see  also  Harvard  Law  Review,  xii.  417.  But  con- 
sidering that  each  party,  in  so  far  as  he  said  anything  at  all,  used 
the  very  same  words,  it  could  only  be  established  that  they  said 
a  different  thing  by  showing  that  the  word  used  signified  to  the  mind 
of  the  plaintiff  one  ship  and  to  the  mind  of  the  defendant  another,  or 
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substance  of  the  contract  (/»•).     Thus  on  an  apparent 

agreement  for  the  sale  of  land,  if  the  parties'  minds  be 

not  at  one,  owing  to  a  mistake  made  on  either  side  with 

regard  to  the  nature  of  the  transaction,  the  personality 

of  the  otlier  contractor  or  the  property  to  be  sold,  there  is 

Estoppel  by     no  contract  between  them.     But  if  the  party  mistaken 

ofTpartfcular  ^^"^^  expressed  himself  in  words  wliich  are  free  from 

intention.         ambiguity  and  are  apt  to  constitute  a  valid  contract  if 

lield  (lut  to  the  defend;i;it's  mind  one  meaning'  and  to  the  plaintiti's 
another.  Tlie  difJerence  between  proving  what  was  in  the  parties^ 
minds  as  to  the  siiinification  of  the  word  used,  and  proving  what  was 
their  intention,  secins  to  be  very  fine.  And  upon  either  view  of  the 
matter,  the  plaintiff  was  at  liberty  to  jDrove,  if  he  could,  tint  the 
parties'  minds  ivcrr  at  one  as  reg-ards  the  meaning  of  the  word  Fccrhss. 
It  seems  therefore  that  the  law  doc:i  sometimes  take  account  of  what 
passes  in  men's  minds,  and  does  in  this  instance  require  that  the 
parties'  minds  shall  be  at  one.  And  it  is  submitted  that,  if  the 
outwaixl  manifestation  were  alone  to  be  regarded,  there  could  be 
but  one  conclusion  in  all  such  cases,  namely,  that  the  parties 
have  said  what  is  ambiguous  and  therefore  void  for  uncertainty. 
Again,  where  A.  is  induced  by  the  fraud  of  B.  to  sign  a  contract 
for  the  sale  of  his  land  to  C.  in  the  belief  that  he  is  signing  an  agree- 
ment for  a  lease,  A.  would  surely  be  bound,  if  the  outward  manifesta- 
tion of  his  intention  could  alone  be  considered.  But  he  is  at  liberty 
to  prove  that  his  intention  did  not  accompany  his  apparent  act,  and 
is  not  bound,  unless  he  be  estopped  by  his  negligen -e  ;  see  below, 
pp.  671 — 67o.  It  may  perhaps  be  more  readily  maintained  in  this  case 
that  A.  is  not  bound  because  he  and  C.  have  not  really  said  the  same 
thing,  have  not  in  truth  joined  in  the  expression  of  consent  ;  see 
O.  W.  Holmes,  The  Common  Law,  308,  309.  Bat  it  may  be  replied 
that  to  all  outward  appearance  A.  and  C.  have  said  the  same  thing, 
for  A.  has  himself  affixed  his  own  signature  to  the  document :  but  A. 
did  not  m.cau  to  do  so  ;  and  in  the  particular  circumstances  he  is  not 
precluded  from  giving  evidence  as  to  the  state  of  his  own  mind  at  the 
time  when  he  signed  the  writing.  It  is  further  submitted  that,  upon 
a  general  view  of  the  law  of  England,  taking  in  the  rules  of  equity  as 
well  as  of  common  law,  we  can  hardly  fail  to  recognise  the  principle, 
that  there  ought  to  be  true  consent  to  make  a  contract.  It  was  on 
tliis  principle  that  Courts  of  Equity  would  refuse  to  enforce  specific 
performance  of  a  contract  wanting  in  the  element  of  true  consent, 
though  valid,  on  the  ground  of  manifested  consent,  at  law.  Not  until 
the  year  1880  was  it  decided  that  the  law  of  estoppel  through  mani- 
festation of  consent  nun/  prevail  over  this  principle  in  the  matter  of 
enforcing  .specific  performance  of  the  contract  as  it  may  in  determining 
the  validity  of  the  agreement  at  law  ;  Tantplin  v.  James,  15  Ch.  D.  215. 
And  though  the  rule  requiring  true  consent  is  now  so  qualified,  it  is 
nevertheless  still  open  to  Courts  of  Equity  to  give  effect  to  it  by 
refusing  specific  performance  where  there  is  a  want  of  true  consent 
and  it  would  work  great  hardship  on  the  mistaken  party  to  apply  the 
law  of  estoppel.    See  below,  pp.  09 1 — 693  audn.  [p),  and  above,  p.  636. 

{k)  Kennedy  v.  ranama,  S;e.  Mail  Co.,  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  580,  588  ;  above, 
p.  657. 
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taken  in  the  meaning  which  they  would  naturally  con- 
vey to  a  man  of  ordinary  intelligence,  then  he  is  estopped 
from  showing  that  his  mental  intention  was  not  in 
accordance  with  his  overt  act  (/).  To  give  examples,  Mistake  in 
first,  as  to  mistake  in  the  nature  of  the  transaction.  If  JJ^  ^^^^^^  "^ 
one  sign  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  under  the  action, 
impression  that  he  is  executing  an  entirely  different 
kind  of  instrument,  for  example,  a  mortgage  or  charge, 
the  contract  is  void,  because  the  man's  intention  did  not 
accompany  his  act  (m) .  It  is  very  difficult,  perhaps 
impossible,  to  put  a  concrete  case  of  this  kind  in  which 
the  mistake  has  not  been  caused  by  the  fraud  of  the 
other  party  to  the  alleged  agreement,  or  by  the  fraud, 
negligence  or  unauthorised  interference  of  a  third  person, 
and  yet  the  party  mistaken  is  not  estopped  from  proving 
his  mistake ;  and,  as  we  shall  see,  he  i)ia>/  be  estopped 
by  reason  of  his  negligence  where  the  third  person 
wrongfully  misled  him  :  but  the  rule  is  clearly  estab- 
lished where  the  mistake  was  made  in  consequence  of 
the  other  party's  or  by  a  third  person's  fraud.  Thus  if 
a  blind  or  an  illiterate  man,  or  even  a  man  free  from 
any  physical  defect  and  of  ordinary  understanding,  be 
induced  by  the  fraud  of  some  person  minded  to  entrap 
him  into  a  contract,  or  by  the  fraud  of  his  own  solicitor 
or  servant  or  some  stranger,  to  sign  a  contract  for  sale  of 
his  land  under  the  impression  that  he  is  executing  some 
document  of  an  entirely  different  nature,  the  document 
is  altogether  void.  It  is  not  his  act,  for  he  never 
intended  to  utter  such  a  document,  and  the  case  is 
exactly  the  same  as  if  his  signature  had  been  forged  {ii). 


(l)  Above,  p.  6GS.  a  deed  of  conveyance  or  any  other 

(m)   T/wronffJi(/ood\s  case,  2  Rep.  deed  ;     T/wroii(/Jii/ood's    case,    ubi 

9  ;  Simons  v.    Gmit   JFesteni  Hi/.  sup.  ;  Pigot's  case,  11  Rep.   26b, 

Co.,  2  C.  B.  N".  S.  620  ;  Foster  v.  27b  ;  see  below,  jp.  673,  674. 
Machinmn   L.   R    4  C    P    704  •  ,^  g^^  previous  note.     As  to 

Lewis  v.  Lhni.  67  -L.  J.  Q,.  i>.  224.  ^  '  ^  ^   /-,,       ,         j    , 

The  law  is  the  same  as  regards  forgery,  see  next  Chapter,   \   1, 

the  execution  under  a  mistake  of  at  end. 
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Letter  of 
acceptance 
sent  without 
the  ■writer's 
authority. 


Unilateral 
mistake. 


Or  it  may  be  likened  to  the  case  where  a  man,  who  has 
received  an  offer  of  sale  or  purchase  of  land,  writes  a 
letter  of  acceptance,  but,  being  in  doubt  whether  he  will 
send  it,  places  the  letter  in  a  drawer  to  remain  there 
until  he  shall  reconsider  the  matter  (o),  and  a  third 
l^arty  without  the  writer's  authority  takes  the  letter 
from  the  drawer  and  sends  it  to  the  person  who  made 
the  offer ;  in  which  case  it  is  submitted  that  no  contract 
is  concluded  between  the  parties  (p).  In  these  instances 
there  is  no  reason  wh}^  the  party  mistaken  should  be 
estopped  from  proving  that  his  intention  did  not  accom- 
pany his  apparent  act ;  he  has  not  held  himself  out  as 
expressing  a  contractual  intention,  nor  has  he  been 
guilty  of  negligence  (7).  And  it  will  be  observed  that 
in  the  cases  where  the  mistake  was  caused,  not  by  the 
other  contractor's  fraud  but  by  the  wrongful  or  improper 
intervention  of  a  third  person,  the  party  mistaken  is  at 
liberty  to  prove  that  his  intention  did  not  accompany 
his  outward  act,  notwithstanding  that  the  mistake  was 
on  his  side  only,  the  other  party  truly  intending  to 
contract  as  expressed  in  the  apparent  agreement.     But 


{(>)  See  above,  p.  13. 

(p)  See  HcnJcel  v.  Pape,  L.  R. 
6  Ex.  7  ;  Baxcndale  v.  Bennett, 
3  Q.  B.  I).  525 ;  Chdlon  v.  Atten- 
borough,  1«97,  A.  C.  90,  96.  The 
offer  appears  to  be  ostensibly- 
accepted  through  the  agency  of 
a  third  person  acting  witliout  the 
authority  of  the  party  2:)urported 
to  be  bound  ;  and  the  writer  of 
the  letter  is,  it  is  submitted,  no 
more  bound  than  he  would  be  if 
the  third  person  had,  without  his 
authority,  written  a  letter  of 
acceptance  in  his  name  ;  see 
HuliinH  V.  Fowlcf,  L.  R.  7  H.  L. 
757.  So  where  a  deed  or  a  similar 
legal  instrument  is  executed  as 
an  escrow,  and  entrusted  to  a 
solicitor  to  keep  until  perform- 
ance of  the  required  condition, 
and  be  fraudulently  delivers  the 
same  without  exacting  perform- 


ance of  the  condition,  the  person 
who  executed  the  deed  is  not 
estopped  from  showing  that  it 
was  not  his  a'jt ;  Lloi/'Cs  Bank, 
Ltd.  Y.  Bullock,  1896, '2  Ch.  192, 
194.  It  may  be  noted  that  where 
one  has  signed,  but  not  issue!,  a 
negotiable  instrument  complete 
and  valid  on  the  face  of  it,  and 
the  same  is  taken  out  of  his  pos- 
session against  his  will,  and  put 
into  circulation,  it  appears  that, 
as  against  a  holder  in  due  course, 
he  cannot  avoid  his  liability  on 
the  ground  that,  owing  to  the 
want  of  any  consent  between 
himself  and  the  other  party  to 
the  instrument,  there  was  no 
contract  at  all  between  them  ; 
see  Cliitton  v.  Attenborough,  1897, 
A.  C.  90,  93,  96. 

{q)  See  previous  note. 
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where  a  man  makes  a  mistake  of  this  kind  solely  by  Estoppel 
his  OAvn  inadvertence,  he  will  in  general  be  precluded  a'lnal,"'^  ovm 
from  alleg-hig  it.     Thus  it  is  submitted  that  if  one  in  carelessness. 
absence  of  mind  sign  and  send  a  letter  accepting  an 
offer  of  sale  or  purchase,  in  the  belief  that  he  is  accept- 
ing an  invitation  to  dinner,  he  is  bound.     >So  also  it  is 
contended  that,  where  a  man,  who  has  written  a  letter 
accepting  an  offer,  but  intends  not  to  send  it  until  he 
has  reconsidered  the  matter,  by  his  own  inadvertence 
posts  the  letter  or  gives  it  to  a^  other  to  post,  he  would 
be  estopped,  after  the  letter  had  been  posted  (/•),  from 
showing  that  he  did  not  intend  to  contract  as  expressed 
in  the  letter  (.s).     Simiharly,  when  a  man  knows  that  he  Executing, 
is  executing  at  his  solicitor's  instance  a  document  which  ^i^'^p'it 

.  .  inquiry,  a 

will  have  some  legal  consequence — which  will  be  an  act  documeut 

in  the  law  on  his  part — but  he  does  not  ask  what  will  {I'v'^orie's 

be  its  exact  effect,  and  has  such  confidence  in  his  solicitor  solicitor. 

that  he  is  content  to  execute  it  in  ignorance,  then  the 

document  is  not  void;  though   it  may  be  roidahle  for 

fraud,  if  his  solicitor  fraudulently  misled  him  {t).     And 

in  this  case  the  validity  of  the  document,  where  it  binds 

the  party  to  some  transaction  into  which  he  did  not 

intend  to  enter,  appears  to   depend   on  estoppel ;  the 

man's  intention  did  not  really  accompany  his  act,  but 

he  is  precluded  by  his  own  negligence  from  setting-up 

this  objection.     So  also,  if  a  man  execute  a  document  Misunder- 

int ended  to  carry  out  some  legal  transaction,  of   the  effect"Ta^^ 

general  nature  of  which  he  is  well  aware,  such  as  the  ^^s^^  ^ocn- 

sale  of  his  land,  he  cannot  be  heard  to  say  that  he  did 

(r)  Above,  p.  14.  elusion.    In  that  case  the  parties' 

(x)  See  H.  T.  Chitty,  arguendo,  minds  were  most  certainly  not  in 

Jhnkcl  V.  Fape,  L.  R.  6  Ex.  7,  8  ;  truth  at  one  :    but  the  question 

Anson    on    Contract,    159,    160,  whether  the  defendant  was  not 

8th  ed.     It  is  submitted  that  the  estopped  at  law  from  proving  the 

remark  of  Collins,  M.  R.,  in  Van  truth  was  not  argued  or  decided 

Fraagh  x.  Ererldge,    1903,    1  Ch.  in  the  Court  of  Appeal. 
434,  436,  that  it  was  not  clear  to  [t]  See  MelUsh,  L.   J.,  Hunter 

him,  whether  the  parties  were  ad  v.  Jf'alters,  L.   R.  7  Ch.  75,  88  ; 

idem,    must   not   be   taken    in   a  King  v.  Smith,  1900,  2  Ch.   425, 

sense  adverse  to  the  above  con-  430 ;  above,  p.  655. 
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Difference 
between 
tr;insactions 
void  and 
voidable. 


Conveyance 
induced  by 
misrepresen- 
tation, fraud, 
(to.  not  void- 
able as 
against  a 
purchaser  fcr 
value  without 
notice. 


not  understand  the  legal  effect  of  the  words  used,  or 
that  he  did  not  mean  to  enter  into  the  legal  obligations 
or  do  the  legal  acts,  which  according  ti  the  j) roper  legal 
construction  of  those  words  are  thereb}-  expressed  to  be 
undertaken  or  done  (k).  As  we  have  seen  (.r),  the  case, 
v.'here  a  man  executes  a  legal  instrument  by  mistake 
under  the  impression  that  he  is  entering  into  some 
transaction  entirely  different  from  that  evidenced  by 
the  instrument,  must  be  carefully  distinguished  from 
that  where  he  is  induced  to  make  a  contract  or  con- 
veyance by  a  fraudulent  misrepresentation  as  to  some 
fact,  other  than  the  nature  of  the  transaction  contem- 
plated. In  the  one  case,  if  the  man  is  not  estopped 
from  proving  that  his  intention  did  not  accompany  his 
overt  act,  the  instrument  is  void  (y).  In  the  other,  he 
did  really  intend,  at  the  time  of  executing  the  docu- 
ment, to  make  the  contract  or  conveyance  therein 
expressed  :  but  he  would  not  have  had  this  intention  if 
he  had  known  the  truth  as  to  the  fact  misrepresented  (z). 
The  document  is  therefore  voidable  by  him,  but  it  is 
not  altogether  void  from  the  outset  (s).  Attached  to 
this  distinction  is  the  very  important  consequence,  as 
regards  the  coufcijance  induced  by  such  fraudulent  mis- 
representation of  lands  or  goods,  that  if  the  person  who 
has  taken  under  such  a  conveyance  dispose  of  the  lands 
or  goods  to  a  purchaser  for  value  taking  in  good  faith 
without  notice  of  the  fraud,  the  conveyance  procured 
by  fraud  is  not  voidable  as  against  the  purchaser  (17). 


(m)  Poicell  v.  Smith,  L.  R.  14 
Eq.  8-5  ;  Tamplln  v.  James,  1,5 
Ch.  D.  215  ;  Stcivait  v.  Kinnedy, 
lo  App.  Cas.  108. 

{x)  Above,  p.  66C. 

(V)  Above,  pp.  667 — 671. 

(z)  Above,  p.  666  ;  Hunter  v. 
Walters,  L.  R.  7  Ch.  7o,  S'J  ; 
Onivard  Building  Society  v.  Smith- 
non,  1893,  1  Ch.  1,  lo  ;  Lloyd's 
Bank,  Ltd.  v.  Bullock,  1896,  2  Ch. 
1«;2,  196,  197. 


(ff)  In  this  respect  the  rules  of 
law  and  equity  are  the  same  ;  so 
that  the  conveyance  procured  by 
fraud  of  an  equitable  estate  or 
interest  in  lands  or  goods  is  not 
voidable  as  against  a  bond  fide 
purchaser  for  value  without  notice 
of  the  fraud  ;  and  the  conveyance 
so  procured  of  a  legal  estate  or 
interest  cannot  be  avoided  as 
against  such  a  purchaser  taking 
an  equitable  interest  only  ;  Stnrye 
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This  doctrine,  however,  relates  only  to  conveyances  pro-  Contriicts 
cured  by  fraud.      Contracts  induced  by  fraud  may,  as  a  fraud  i-emain 
rule,  be  avoided,  notwithstanding  that  the  benefits  thereof  voidable,  as 
have  been  assigned  to  one  taking  in  good  faith  and  for  other  con- 
value  without  notice  of  the  fraud ;  for  the  assignee  of  tractor's 

.  .       assigns. 

the  benefit  of  a  contract  takes  subject  to  all  equities 
existing  between  his  assignor  and  the  other  con- 
tractor {b).  To  this  rule,  negotiable  instruments  are 
an  exception  (c).     But  it  should  be  noted,  especially  in  Where  a  sale 

connexion  with  contracts  for  the  sale  of  land,  that  the  °*^^"5i\ 

'  _  executed  by 

rule  is  only  applicable  so  long  as  the  thing  assigned  is  payment  of 
the  benefit  of  an  obligation  arising  from  contract,  that  moneyT'^  '^''^ 
is  to  say,  a  thing  in  action.  We  have  seen  that  where 
a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  is  executed  by  payment 
of  the  purchase  money,  the  purchaser  becomes  absolutely 
raid  entirely  entitled  in  equity  to  the  land,  the  vendor 
being  thenceforward  a  bare  trustee  for  him,  and  liaving 
no  longer  any  lien  on  the  land  {d).  In  this  state  of 
things  the  vendor  is  regarded  in  equity  as  having  made 
a  complete  conveyance  of  the  land,  and  not  as  remaining 
under  contract  to  convey  it;  the  parties'  agreement  has 
in  equity  passed  out  of  the  stage  of  executory  into  that 
of  executed  contract.  It  appears  tlierefore  that  if  a 
contract  so  executed  were  induced  by  the  purchaser's 
fraud,  and  he  resold  or  mortgaged  the  land  to  a  pur- 
chaser taking  for  valuable  consideration  paid  or  exe- 


\.8tayr,-l'Kj.k'K.l'^o;  PhUlips  Lindsa>/,   3  App.  Cas.  459,464; 

V.  rjiilli^js,  4  De  G-.  F.  &  J.  208,  Vilmont  v.  Benlley,  18   Q.  B.  D. 

218  ;    Himtcr  v.   Wcdtevs,  L.  R.  322,  330;   12  App.  Cas.  471,  473, 

7  Oh.  lb  ;  Lindley,  L.  J.,  Xalional  483  (this  decision  gave  rise  to  the 

Fiovinc'iul    Bank   of   ErKjlnnd    v.  amending stat.  56  &  57  Vict.  c.  71, 

/fff/.-60w,  33  Oh.  D.'l,  13;  UmiiVs  s.   24   (2));  stat.   b'o   &  57  Vict. 

Ba,.l-,Ltd.  V.  Bullock,  1896,  2'Ch.  c.  71,  s.  23  ;  Wms.  Pers.  Prop. 

192,    197;    cf.    Cave  v.   Cave,    15  520,  15th  ed. 

Ch.  D.  639,  647.     As  to  the  com-  {b)    Atkeiimon    Life   Assurance 

raoulaw  rule,  see  TFhitcv.  Garden,  Societij  v.  Foolcy,  3   De  G.   &  J. 

10  C.  B.  919;  /uHr/.«/bjY/v.  .l/trry,  294;   Graham  v.  Johnson,  L.   R. 

25  L.  J.  N.  S.  Ex.  166,  reversed  on  8  Eq.  36,  43  ;  above,  p.  584. 

another  ground,  26  L.  J.  N.   S.  {c)  Above,  p.  667. 

Ex.   83  ;  I'case  v.  Gloahec,  L.  R.  {d)  Above,  pp.   439,  440,   463, 

1   P.   0.  219,  229,  230  ;   Cundy  v.  471,  479,  490,  493. 


676  OF  MISTAKE. 

cutcd  (c),  in  good  faith  and  without  notice  of  the  fraud, 
the  vendor  could  not  set  aside  the  sale  as  against  such 
subsequent  purchaser  (,/').  13ut  it  seems  that,  until 
this  stage  of  the  contract  has  been  reached,  it  remains, 
for  the  purposes  of  the  rule  in  question,  an  executory 
contract,  the  parties'  relations  being  those  of  mutual 
obligation  only  (g). 

Mistake  as  to        Where  one  enters  into  an  apparent  contract  under  a 

theot^her""     niiytalio  as  to  the  person  with  whom  he  is  contracting, 

party  to  the     aud  the  personality   of  the  other  party  is  a  material 

element  in  determining  his  intention,  there  is  no  true 

consent    and    the    contract   is   void  (//)  ;    unless    he    be 

estopped   from    proving   his   real   intention.      Thus   if 

A.  be  induced  by  means  of  personation  or  any  other 

fiaud   to  sign   a  contract  for  sale   of  his  land  to  B. 

under  the  impression  that  he  is  contracting  with  C, 

there  is  no  real  consent,  no  true  agreement  between  the 

parties  (/)  ;  the  case  is  the  same  as  if  A.  signed  the 

contract  in  the  belief  that  it  was  a  moitgage  (/.■)  ;  and 

Estoppel  from  A.'s  supposed  act  in  the  law  is  altogether  void.     But  if 

fn°the  person.  ^■>  acting  in  good  faith  and  without  any  fraudulent 

intent,  go  to  A.  and  offer  to  buy  A.'s  land  and  A.  sign 

an  agreement  accordingly,  A.  cannot,  it  is  submitted, 

escape  from  the  obligation  so  contracted  by  proving 

that  he  supposed  that  B.  was  C,  if  B.  did  nothing  to 

induce  that  belief  and  a  man  of  ordinary  ititelligence 


(e)  See  above,  pp.  496-498.  (i)  Hardman  v.  Booth,  1  H.  &  C. 

(/)  For  this  purpose  it  is,  as  803  ;  Hollins  v.  Fouler,  L.  R.   7 

we  have  seen,  immaterial  that  the  H.   L.    757;    Cimcly  v.   Lindsay, 

subsequent  purchaser  has  not  the  3  App.   Gas.   459  ;  Re  Cooper,  20 

legal  estate;  above,  p.  674,  n.  (a).  Ch.  D.   611;  and  see  Gordon  v. 

,  ,    o         „                ,„  ,           ,„  Street,  1899,  2   Q.   B.  641,  where 

1^^)    n^^-f'W'                 '  the  defendant  only  pleaded  that 

H.  1..  O.  6/2,  fa/8.  ^j^g    contract    was   voidable    for 

[h)  Boulton  V.  Jones,  2  H.  &  N.  fraud,  but  might,  it  seems,  have 

564  ;  Benjamin  on  Sale,  46,  2ud  alleged  that  it  was  void  on  the 

ed. ;  Smith  v.  Wheateroft,  9  Ch.  D.  ground  of  mistake. 
223,  230;  Nanh  v.  iJix,  78  L.  T. 

445,  448,  449.  W  Above,  p.  671. 
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would  reasonably  ami  naturally  suppose  from  A.'s  acts 
and  words  tbat  he  intended  to  contract  witli  B.  (/),  and 
provided  that  B.  were  not  aware  that  A.  contracted 
with  him  under  the  impression  that  he  was  C.  {lu).  If 
one  party  to  a  sale  of  land  be  under  a  mistake  as  to  the 
person  of  the  other  contractor,  but  the  personality  of 
the  latter  be  not  a  material  element  in  determining  his 
intention,  he  cannot  avoid  the  contract  on  tlie  ground 
of  his  mistake.  Tims,  where  B.  bought  land  of  A.,  Smith  v. 
ostensibly  on  his  own  account  but  really  as  agent  for  J^^^eatc'-o/t. 
C  ,  and  it  appeared  that  A.,  provided  he  got  his  price, 
would  have  been  ecpially  willing  to  ScjII  to  any  other 
person,  it  was  held  that  A.  could  not  resist  the  specific 
performance  of  the  contract  (»). 

The  same  rule  holds,  subject  to  the  same  qualifiea-  Mistake  as  to 
tion,  with  regard  to  mistake  in  respect  of  the  property  gof^^Jp^^e*^^ 
to  be  sold  or  the  price  to  be  pai  1,  if  the  mistake  go  to  price, 
the  whole  substance  of  the  consideration  (o).     Thus,  if 
A.  sell  to  B.  his  farm  called  The  Grange,  and  A.  have 
two  farms  of   that  name,  one  in    Esse.x    and    one   in 
Hampshire,  and  A.  intended  to  sell  his  farm  in  Essex, 
but  B.  meant  to  buy  the  farm  in  Hampshire,  there  is 
no  true  consent  and  no  contract  between  the  parties. 
In  this  case  there  is  a  latent  ambiguity  in  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  land   purported  to  be   sold,   and  so  parol 
evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  what  land  the  parties 
intended  to  sell,  and  it  may  be  shown  that  they  meant 
different  things  and  their  minds  were  not  at  one  (p). 

[1)  See  above,  p.  6G8,  n.  (/().  &  C.  906  (sale  of  goods  ex  Peer- 

{m)  See  Smith  v.  Hughes,  L.  R.  less,    there   being    two   ships  of 

6  Q.  B.  597  ;  see  below,  pp.  689  that  name) ;  above,  p.  669.     See 

— 691.  Althnm's  case,  8  Rep.  loOb,  155; 

(«)   Smith  V.  Wheatcroft,  9  Ch.  Miller  v.    Travers,   8   Bing.   244, 

D.   223  ;  Xash  v.  Dix,  78   L.  T.  248  ;     Doe    d.    Gord  v.    Needs,   2 

445,  448,  449  ;   Gordon   v.  Street,  M.   &  W.   129,  139,  140  ;  Doe  d. 

1899,  2  Q.  B.  641,  647.  Hiscocks  v.  Hiscocks,  5  M.  &  W. 

(o)  Above,  pp.  667—671.  363,   368,   369  ;    below,    p.    699, 

Ip)  Raffles  V.  Wichelhaus,  2  H.  n.  («). 
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But  if  one  sign  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  a  piece  of 
land,  of  which  the  description  in  the  contract  is  free 
from  amhiguitj  and  completely  identifies  it,  he  will  be 
estopped  from  proving  that  he  really  intended  to  buy  a 
different  plot,  if  his  mistake  were  due  to  his  own  inad- 
vertence, and  his  outward  acts  and  demeanour  would 
natiu'ally  and  reasonably  lead  the  other  party  to  suppose 
that  he  meant  to  buy  the  land  described  (q).  On  this 
point,  as  affecting  the  validity  of  the  contract  at  law, 
Van  Praagh  the  clictuiii  of  Collins,  M.  R.,  in  the  case  of  Van  Praagh 
verx  ijc.  ^  Ercridge,  is,  it  is  submitted,  misleading.  The  defen- 
dant in  that  case,  purely  through  his  own  inadvertence, 
bid  at  an  auction  for  Lot  1  under  the  impression  that 
he  was  bidding  for  Lot  2,  and  Lot  1  was  knocked  down 
to  him  accordingly.  He  afterwards  declined  to  sign  a 
memorandum  of  the  contract :  but  the  auctioneer  signed 
it  for  him  (r).  The  memorandum  so  signed  ascribed  a 
wrong  date  to  the  contract.  The  vendor  sued  for 
specific  performance  of  the  contract,  whidi  was  granted 
by  Kekewich,  J.  This  involved  the  decision  that  there 
was  a  contract  valid  at  law,  as  the  Court  has  no  juris- 
diction to  grant  specific  performance  of  a  void  agree- 
ment (-s).  In  the  Couit  of  Appeal,  however,  the  judg- 
ment of  Kekewich,  J.,  was  reversed  purely  on  the 
ground  that,  as  the  wrong  date  had  been  inserted  in  the 
contract,  there  was  no  suflScient  memorandum  to  Fatisfy 
the  Statute  of  Frauds  (/).  But  it  had  also  been  argued 
that  there  was  no  true  consent  of  the  parties,  their 
minds  being  directed  to  different  things.  On  this 
point,  Collins,  M.  E,.,  said  :  "  It  is  not  clear  to  my  mind 
that  the  parties  ever  were  ad  idon  ;  I  do  not  think  that 
they  were,  but  it  is  unnecessary  to  say  anything  further 
about  that,  as  the    plaintili's    case    fails    on  the  other 

{q)  TanipUnw.  James,  lb  Ch.'D.  («)  Fry,    Sp.    Perfce.    §§    277, 


o2. 


21.5.  '0 

{t)   Sec  above,  pp.  4,  G,  and 
(>■)  See  above,  p.  19,  u.  (r).      n.  [x). 
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point."     This  was  a  most  unfortunate  remark  ;  it  gives 
the  impression  that,  if  the  memorandum  liad  heen  suffi- 
cient to  satisfy  the    statute,  there  would    nevertheless 
have  been  no  contract  between  the  parties,  because  their 
minds  were  not  at    one  ;    and  the   reporter   has  done 
his  best  to  fix  this  impresdon  by  recording  it  in  the 
headnote  with  a  sniiblp.     But  it  is  submitted  that  the 
learned  judge  overlooked  the  qualification  above  men- 
tioned to  the  rule  of  law,  that  true  consent  is  necessary 
to  make  a  contract,  and  did  not  consider  whether  the 
defendant   was   not    estopped    from   proving    his   real 
intention.     And  it  is  contended  that,  if  the  defendant 
so  conducted  himself   (as  apparently  he  did)  that  the 
auctioneer  would  naturally  and  reasonably  infer  that  he 
meant  to  bid  for  Lot  1,  then  it  was  not  open  to  him,  if 
sued  upon  the  apparent  contract  at  law,  to  show  that 
the  intention  which  he  had  so  manifested  was  not  his 
true  intention  (»).     A  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  may  Mistake  as 
also  be  void  for  want  of  true  consent  owing  to  a  mistake      P"ce. 
as  to  the  price.     This  may  occur  where  one  bids  at  an 
auction  under  a  misapprehension  as  to  the  amount  of  his 
bidding  (.r)  ;  but  in  any  such  case  the  facts  would  be 
likely  to  raise  the  question  whether  the  party  mistaken 
Avere  at  liberty  to   prove    his   real    intention    or   were 
estopped  by  his  conduct  and  outward  demeanour  from 
doing  so.     It  seems  that  upon  a  sale  of  lands,  as  on  a  Mistake  as  to 
sale  of  goods,  any  mistake  in  the  physical  contents  or  or  prk;*e  soe^ 
quantity  of  the  thing  sold  or  the  price,  must  necessarily  to  the  rout  of 
go  to  the  whole  substance  of  the  consideration  at  law ; 
since  a  contract  is  broken  at  law  in  case  of  the  smallest 


(«)  Above.pp.  068,670,673,676.  his  side  only;  and  that,  in  the 

It  is  further  submitted  that,  ac-  absence    of   hardship,    he    would 

cording  to  the  case  of  TainpUn  v.  have   been    equally    estopped    in 

James,  15  Ch.  D.  215,  the  fact  that  equity  from  alleging;  his  mistake  ; 

theparties'mindsvverenotintrutli  see  below,  pp.  691 — 693. 

at  one,  was  not  of  itself  alone  a  i  \  o      -ni  -n-  t>-  ^  jr   n  -o 

a-  ■     ,  1  J-      iu     J  f  W  oee  Fhiuips  v.  BistoUt,  2  ±5. 

suiticient  ground  tor  the  deteu-  ^  '  -^  ' 

dant  to  resist  specific   perform-  &  C.  511,  512  ;  Benjamin  on  Sale, 

ance,  the  mistake  having  been  on  43,  2nd  ed. 
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Mistake  as 
to  quality. 

"Warranty  of 
quality. 


deficiency  in  quantity  of  tlie  thing  promised  (//) .  And 
the  same  appears  to  be  true  of  a  mistake  as  to  quantity 
of  estate  or  title ;  as  where  one  thought  he  was  buying 
unincumbered  freehold  and  the  other  intended  to  sell 
copyhold,  or  leasehold,  or  land  subject  to  restrictive 
covenants;  for,  as  we  have  seen  (z),  it  is  an  essential 
condition  of  the  sale  of  land  that  the  vendor  show  a 
good  title.  But  a  mistake  as  to  the  quality  of  the  thing- 
sold  does  not  necessarily  avoid  the  contract  of  sale ;  for 
a  warranty  of  quality  is  not  an  essential  element  of  a 
sale ;  it  is  a  collateral  engagement  to  be  attached  to  or 
omitted  from  it  at  the  pleasure  of  the  parties  (^/).  It 
appears,  however,  that  an  apparent  contract  may  be 
void  on  account  of  a  mistake  as  to  the  quality  of  the 
thing  sold,  if  the  quality  were  an  essential  condition  of 
the  sale  in  this  sense,  that  the  party  mistaken  would 
not  have  entered  into  the  contract  at  all  unless  he  was 
to  have  a  tiling  of  that  quality,  which  he  erroneously 
supposed  to  bo  promised  to  him  (h). 


Mistake  as  to 
the  quality  of 
a  thino:  sold. 


The  rule  is 
caveat  emptor. 


With  regard  to  mistakes  in  what  may  be  termed  the 
quality  of  land  sold,  as  for  example,  whether  it  be  fit 
for  growing  corn,  grazing  cattle,  or  for  building,  or 
whether  a  house  or  other  building  be  in  good  repair  or 
well  drained,  the  reader  must  bear  in  mind  the  following 
distinctions  : — The  rule  is  caveat  onptov.  The  purchaser 
should  inspect  and  make  inquiry  concerning  the  property 
which  he  is  buying  (c).  If  he  omit  this  precaution,  he 
buys  at  his  own  risk,  and  cannot  complain  of  defects  in 


{y)  See  above,  p.  635,  and  n.  («) ; 
Stewart  v.  Kenned ij,  15  App.  Cas. 
108,  121  ;  cf.  above,  p.  639. 

(2)  Above,  pp.  27,  n.  (//),  155 — 
158. 

(a)  See  Scott  v.  Littledule,  8  E. 
&  B.  815  ;  Benjamin  on  Sale,  45, 
2nd  ed.  For  an  instance  of  a 
collateral  warranty  on  a  sale  of 
land,  see  De  Lassalk  v.  Guildford, 


1901,  2  K.  B.  215  (warranty  that 
the  drains  of  a  house  were  in  good 
order). 

{b)  See  Smith  v.  Hughes,  L.  K. 
0  Q.  B.  597,  607—611  ;  Steivart 
V.  Kennedy,  15  App.  Cas.  lOS, 
121. 

(c)  Edwards-  JFood  v.  Majori' 
batiks,  7  H.  L.  C.  806,  809—811 ; 
Sug.  V.  &  P.  335  ;  above,  p.  539. 
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the  quality  of  the  thing,  imless  they  be  not  discover- 
able by  inspection  and  materially  interfere  with  the 
enjoyment  promised  by  the  contract  (c/),  or  by  any  repre- 
sentation which  induced  the  contract,  or  be  fraudulently 
concealed  (e).     In  the  case  of  the  sale  of  land,  defects  Defect  of 
which  are  in  one  sense  defects  of  quality,  as  interfering  amou,ftino-  to 
with  the  physical  enjoyment  of   the  land   sold,  may  a  defect  of 
involve  a  breach  of  the  contract  because  they  are  incon- 
sistent with  the  discharge  of  the  vendor's  obligation  of 
showing  a  good  title.     Thus  the  existence  of  a  right  of 
way,  not   discoverable   by  inspection   and   interfering 
materially  with  the  enjoyment  of  the  property  sold,  is  a 
good  ground  of  objection  to  the  title  (/).     But  in  the 
absence  of  fraud,  a  defect  of  quality,  not  amounting  to 
a  breach  of  the  obligation  to  show  a  good  title,  is  no 
ground  of  objection  on  the  purchaser's  part,  unless  the 
vendor  expressly  or  impliedly  warranted  or  promised 
that  the  property  sold  should  have  the  quality,  in  which 
it  is  deficient.     And  no  warranty  is  implied  by  the  No  warranty 
mere   sale   of   land   that   it  is   fit   for   any  particular  i'mpUedW 
purpose  {g).     For  example,  if  one  sell  a  house  which  is  t^e  sale  of 
out  of  repair,  or  ill-drained  or  infested  with  vermin  or 
otherwise  unfit  for  human  habitation,  without  warrant- 
ing  or   representing   that  it  is  in   good  repair,  well- 
drained  or  fit  for  habitation,  the  purchaser  has  no  legal 
or   equitable   cause   of   complaint  {//).      This   doctrine  Latent  defects 
applies  not  only  to  defects  discoverable  by  inspection  or  ^^  ^^^^^^J- 

((^j  Above,  p.  540.  336,342,343.    These  are  all  cases 

{e)  See  below,  p.  686.  of  agreement  to  lease  land  :  but 

(/)  Asliburner  v.  Scwell,  1891,  the  principle  is  exactly  the  same 

3  Ch.  405  ;  above,  p.  540.     See  in  the  case  of  an  agreement  to 

also  JFildev.  Gibson,  1   H.   L.  C.  sell  land;  see  above,  p.  78,  n.  (A). 

605,    where    the    defect,    if    dis-  And   the  case  of   a   lease  seems 

covered  before  conveyance,  would  stronger  than  that  of  a  sale,  since 

certainly  have  been  a  good  ground  occupation    leases   are    generally 

of  objection  to  the  title  ;  above,  takeu  with   the  object  of  using 

pp.  540,  576,  577.  the  land  in  some  particular  way, 

(ff)  Sutton  V.  Temple,  12   M.  &  as  farming  it. 
W.  52  ;  Hart  v.  Windsor,  ib.  68  ;  {h)  Keates  v.  Cadogan,  10  C.  B. 

Keates  v.  Cadogan,  10  C.  B.  591  ;  591  ;     Cook    v.     JVaugh,    2    GiflP. 

Wihon  V.  Finch  Hatton,  2  Ex.  D.  201. 

W. IT.  2 
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Unlmown 
latent  defects. 


Latent  defect 
known  to  the 
vendor. 


Sale  of  a 
thing  with  all 
its  faults. 


The  rule  in 
equity  as  to 
mere  silence 
about  a  defect 
of  quality. 


inquiry  but  also  to  latent  defects  of  quality.  Where 
these  are  unknown  to  the  vendor,  and  do  not  materially 
interfere  with  the  enjoyment  promised  hj  the  contract, 
or  any  representation  which  induced  the  contract,  they 
are  no  ground  for  the  purchaser  to  avoid  the  contract 
or  resist  its  specific  performance  (/).  And  the  same 
rule  applies  at  law,  although  the  latent  defect  be 
known  to  the  vendor.  Thus  if  one  sell  his  house 
situate  in  a  street  of  a  disreputable  character,  the  pur- 
chaser cannot  avoid  the  contract  at  law,  unless  the 
vendor  sold  the  house  as  a  residence  for  a  respectable 
family  or  otherwise  promised  or  represented  that  it  was 
fit  for  that  purpose  {k).  A  fortiori,  if  land  or  a  house 
be  sold  with  all  its  faults  (/)  or  with  all  risks  of  error 
in  the  description  {})/.),  the  purchaser  cannot  reject  it 
on  account  of  a  latent  defect  of  quality,  of  which  the 
vendor  was  aware.  In  equity,  however,  the  rule  has 
been  suggested  that  a  latent  defect  of  quality,  which  is 
not  discoverable  by  any  inspection  or  inquiry  that  a 
prudent  purchaser  might  reasonably  be  expected  to 
make,  and  is  known  to  and  not  disclosed  by  the  vendor, 


(j)  Lucas  V.  James,  7  Hare,  410, 
418  ;  see  Sope  v.  Walter,  1899, 
1  Ch.  879,  883,  reversed,  1900, 
1  Ch.  257 ;  below,  p.  687. 

[k)  See  Parkinson  v.  Lee,  2  East, 
314,  322,  323,  324;  Bywater  v. 
Richardson,  1  A.  &  E.  508 ;  Chanter 
V.  Hopkins,  4  M.  &  W.  399  ;  Corn- 
foot  V.  Foivke,  6  M.  &  W.  358 
(the  correctness  of  the  decision  in 
this  case  is  discussed  in  the  next 
Chapter  :  but  it  seems  clear  that 
if  there  had  been  no  representa- 
tion at  all,  there  would  have  been 
no  cause  of  action) ;  Gompertz  v. 
liarllett,  2  E.  &  B.  849,  855  ; 
Jones  V.'  Just,  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  197, 
202  ;  Ward  v.  Hohbs,  4  App.  Cas. 
13,  24,  25,  29.  Note  that  the 
statement  in  Ilorsfall  v.  Thomas, 
1  H.  &  C.  90,  100,  as  to  a  manu- 
facturer''s  duty  to  disclose  a  defect 
known  to  him  and  not  discover- 


able by  inspection  applies  only  to 
a  contract  to  make  a  particular 
thing  to  order,  when  there  is  an 
implied  warranty  that  it  shall  be 
reasonably  fit  for  the  purpose  for 
which  it  is  ordinarily  used  or 
specially  ordered  ;  Jones  v.  Just, 
L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  197,  203  ;  Ben- 
jamin on  Sale,  525,  2nd  ed. 
Ilorsfall  v.  Thomas  does  not  there- 
fore support  the  proposition  in 
Fry,  Sp.  Perf.  §  708,  for  which 
it  is  vouched. 

{I)  Bacjlehoh  v.  Walters,  3  Camp. 
154  ;  Pickering  v.  Dawson,  4  Taunt. 
779 ;  Ward  v.  Hobbs,  4  App.  Cas. 
13  ;  Benjamin  on  Sale,  384,  2nd 
ed.  ;  Sug.  V.  &  P.  333,  where 
note  that  the  proposition  stated 
at  the  beginning  of  §  21  cannot 
be  maintained  ;   see  n.  («),  below. 

(w)  Brownlie  v.  Campbell,  5  App. 
Cas.  925. 
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is  a  good  ground  for  refusing  to  grant  specific  per- 
formance at  the  vendor's  suit  (;?).     But  it  is  submitted 
that  this  rule  is  too  broadly  stated,  and  is  properly 
subject   to   the    qualification  that  the  defect  must  be 
such  as  will  materially  interfere  with  the  enjoyment 
promised  hij  the  contract  or  the  vendor's  representation, 
or  the  concealment  must  be  fraudulent.     Thus  in  Lucas  Lucas  v. 
V.   James  (o),  w^here   the  rule   is   stated,  a  gentleman  '^'""^*- 
entered  into  negotiations  for  taking  a  lease  of  a  house, 
the  lessor  being  aware  that  he  wanted  it  for  his  own 
residence.     He  broke  off  the  negotiations  on  the  ground 
that  the  street,  in  which  the  house  was  situated,  was  of 
so  disreputable  a  character  that  the  house  was  unfit  for 
the  purpose  of  a  gentleman's  private  residence.     The 
lessor  brought  a  suit  for  specific  performance,  alleging 
that  a  contract  had  been  concluded.     Wigram,  V.-C, 
dismissed  the  bill  with  costs  on  the  ground  that  no 
contract  had  been  formed :  but  incidentally  he  suggested 
the  rule  as  above  mentioned.     But  it  appears  that  in 
that  case  the  lessor  was  clearly  promising  a  house  fit 
for  the  required  purpose.     If  one  sell  a  house  situate 
next  door  to  a  house  known  to  the  vendor  but  not 
generally   known   to   be   a   disorderly   house,   without 
promising  that  the  house  sold  is  fit  for  a  gentleman's 
residence,  and  without  making  any  promise  or  repre- 
sentation at  all  as  to  the  character  of  the  neighbourhood 
or   the   street,   why    should    specific    performance    be 
refused  at  the  vendor's  suit  ?     Lord  St.  Leonards  main- 
tained that  the  vendor's  silence  as  to  a  known  latent 
defect  of  quality  could  hardly  be  distinguished  from  his 


(w)  Liwasv.  James,  TKaxe,  no,  on  a  case  of  JfeHish  v.  Motieux, 

418;  Kopey.  WaUer,  1899,  1  Ch.  Peake,    115,  expressly  overruled 

879,    883.      Note   that   the   rule  in  Baglehole  v.  WaUers,  3  Camp, 

there    stated    is    qualified    with  154  ;    and    Fichering   v.  Doicson, 

"perhaps"  ;  and  that  the  state-  4  Taunt.   779.      Dart,  V.  &  P.  i. 

ment  of  the  law  in  Sug.  V.  &  P.  103,    simply    follows     Sugden's 

2,  333,  which  the  rule  purports  to  statement, 
follow,  was  apparently  fomided  (o)  7  Hare,  410. 

2(2) 
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active  concealment  of  a  defect  which  would  otherwise 
be  patent  {p).  But  it  is  held  at  law  that  this  is  not 
so  {q).  The  active  concealment  alone  is  a  fraud;  mere 
silence  is  no  breach  of  any  legal  duty,  unless  the  vendor 
promised  some  quality  incompatible  with  the  existence 
of  the  defect,  or  were  under  a  particular  obligation  to 
disclose  defects,  such  as  arises  in  the  case  of  a  contract 
of  insurance,  which  is  a  contract  uhcrrimce  fidei  [r). 
And  it  is  stated  by  Sir  Edward  Fry  in  his  treatise  on 
Specific  Performance  that  mere  silence  as  regards  a 
material  fact,  which  one  party  is  not  under  an  obliga- 
tion to  disclose  to  the  other,  cannot  be  a  ground  for 
rescission  of  a  contract  or  a  defence  to  specific  per- 
formance (s).  And  this  rule  has  been  lately  followed 
in  equity,  specific  performance  having  been  decreed  at 
suit  of  one,  who  kept  silence  as  to  a  latent  defect, 
which  was  known  to  him,  but  which  he  had  not  war- 
Silence  of  the  ranted  or  represented  not  to  exist  (/).  So  also  it  is 
purchaser        considered  that  mere  silence  on  the  purchaser's  part  as 

about  a  tact  _  ••■  ^ 

enhancing  the  to  some  fact  known  to  him  alone  and  enhancing  the 
value  of  the  property  sold  (such  as  the  existence  of 
valuable  minerals)  is  no  ground  in  equity  for  the 
vendor  to  avoid  or  resist  specific  performance  of  the 
contract  {u) .     At  the  same  time,  it  must  be  remembered 


{p)  Sug.  V.  &  P.  333,  334  :  but  Ch.  324,  where  specific  perform- 

see  p.  335.  ance  was  enforced  at  suit  of  a 

[q)  Above,  p.  682,  and  n.  {k)  ;  vendor,  who   had   sold   a   house 

below,  p.  689.  with     windows     overlooking     a 

(r)  See  Exptc.  Whittaher,  L.  R.  stranger's    land,     and    had    not 

10  Ch.  446;  Brownlie  v.  Campbell,  mentioned  that  he  only  enjoyed 

6  App.   Cas.  925,  932,  937,  938,  access  of  light  by  the  stranger's 

944,  950,  954.  licence  ;  see  above,  p.  563,  n.  (i)  ; 

(*•)  Fry,  Sp.  Perf.  §§  705,  713.  Re    Ward  and  Jordati's   Contract, 

[t)  Turner  v.  Green,  1895,  2  Ch.  1902,  I.  R.  Ch.  73. 

205,  where  specific  performance  (m)  Fux v.Mackret/i,2'Bvo.G.C. 

of   an  agreement  to  compromise  400,  420  ;    Turner  v.  Harvey,  Jac. 

an  action  was  enforced  at  suit  of  169,    178  ;    Walters  v.  Morgan,   3 

one,   who   had,    on  making  the  De  G.  F.  &  J.  718,  723;  Coaks  v. 

agreement,  kept  silence  as  to  the  JBoswell,  11   App.   Cas.  232,  235, 

fact  that  he  had  just  been  defeated  230;  Pcrcivnl  \.  Wripht,   1902,2 

in   a   step   in    the   proceedings  ;  Ch.  421,  426  ;  Sug.  V.  &  P.  5 ; 

Greenhalyh  v.  Brindley,   1901,  2  1  Dart,  V.  &  P.   118;  Fry,  Sp. 
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that  in  granting   or  refusing   the  remedy  of   specific 

performance,  the   Court   may  take    into    consideration 

circumstances  which  would   bo  of   no  account  at  law 

and  would  not  affect  the  question  of  the  rescission  of 

the  contract  (,r) .     Thus  the  Court  may  refuse   specific  Specific  per- 

performance  at  suit  of  a  party  whose  conduct  has  been  bTrefusedMf 

wanting  in  good  faith  or  fairness  (jt)  ,  or  against  a  party  grounds  of 

on  whom  the  specific  performance  of  the  contract  would  hardship. 

inflict  a  great  hardship  {//)  ;  and  it  seems  that  on  these 

grounds  the  Court  ma//  possibi//  decline  to  grant  specific 

performance  at  suit  of  either  vendor  or  purchaser,  who 

has  concealed  a  fact  known  to  him  and  material  to  the 

value  of  the  property  sold,  notwithstanding  that  such 

concealment  may  not  amount  to  positive  fraud  {z) .     In 

a  recent  case,  however,  wdiere  a  vendor  kept  silence  in  a 

manner  which  the  Court  considered  to  be  unfair,  that 

was  not  allowed  to  stand  in  the  way  of  his  obtaining 

the  remedy  of  specific  performance,  though  it  was  made 

a  ground  for  depriving  him  of  costs  («). 

Perf.  ^  713,  714.     It  is  submitted  Ball  &  B.  211,  where  a  lessee  for 

that   the   dicdnn    of    Kindersley,  a  life  negotiating  for  a  new  lease 

V.-C,  to  the  contrary  in  Falcke  concealed  the  fact  that  cestui  que 

V.   Grail,    4   Drew.    651,    5   Jur.  vie  was  at  the  point  of   death: 

N.  S.  645,  646,  is  opposed  to  the  thisdecisionis,however,adversely 

main   ciirrcnt    of    authority    and  cviiicisediVa  Turner y.  Green,  l^2b, 

would  not  now  be  followed  ;  see  2  Ch.  205  ;  Fothergill  v.  T/nllips, 

Fry,  Sp.  Perf.  §§  444—446.  L.  E,.  6  Ch.   770,  where  a  pur- 

,  ,    ,,  o,    on     r,  1  chaser  concealed  the  fact  that  he 

( r    Above,  pp.  3 1 ,  32  ;  below,  ^^^  wrongfully  abstracted  a  large 

n.  {z),  and  pp.  694,  n.  («),  69o,  quantity  of  minerals  from  under 

'^-  n  e       TT^  ;         ^  i7  the   land   sold  ;    Fry,    Sp.   Perf. 

(y)    See    TVedgwood  v.    Adams,        „  ^^,.^    715    717 

^  ^^""T;  \°^°  \^^rfT>c7-  f.^f;^""^  {a^Grcenluacjhw.Brlndlcy,  1901,   Non-disclo- 

4  De  G.  M.  &  G   2.i0_;  laMe  v.       ^  ^^_  ^^^^     {^  ^^^^^^  te  noted  sure  of  a  fact 

^'"Pr  .  ^T^-       ^      r.'    7  that  non-disclosure,  on  the  sale  material  to 

V.  Cecil  30  Beav.  62  ;  Durham  v.  ^^  ^^^^    ^f  ^  ^^^^  material  to  the  the  title. 

Legard   M^e^y.  611  ;  Preston  v  ^■^^^^  ^^  ^^^  property  sold  stands 

Luc^,  2     Ch    D    497    506  :  RMd  ^^  ^  ^^^^^J,  f^^^ing  from  non- 

V.  Zasceljes,  1900,  1  Ch    81o,  820  disclosure  of  a  fact  relating  to  its 
Goddard  V.  Jefregs  30  W  R.  269,  n^y^     The  vendor's  title  is  a 

^^^'/;!^u    nrn'^t""-    ^'''''fj'^  matter which is cxclusively withiu 

1902,  2  Ch.  2C6    2  a,  reversed  on  j^.^   ^^^  knowledge,    and  he   is 

other  grounds    1903    1  Ch    434  ;  ^^^^^  ^^  ^^^^^  j^  f^i^.j^  .  ^^^  j^jg 

above,    pp.     638,    678  ;     below,  suppression  of  a  fact  material  to 

P-  ^^^-  the  title  may,  according  to  the 

(z)    See   Ellard  v.    Llandaff,   1  degree  in  which  it  afiects  the  title, 
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Keprescuta- 
tion  that  land 
is  fit  for  a 
particular 
purpose. 


Representa- 
tion obviously 
inapplicable. 


Active  con- 
cealment of 
defects. 


On  the  other  hand,  if  the  vendor  represent  that  a 
house  is  in  good  repair  [h),  or  is  not  damp  (r),  or  that 
the  drains  are  in  good  order  [d],  or  the  cellars  dry  (<?), 
or  that  a  farm  is  in  a  high  state  of  cultivation  (/),  or 
sell  land  as  being  fit  for  building  purposes  {g),  or  as 
business  premises  (/?),  then  any  latent  defect,  which 
prevents  this  representation  from  being  fulfilled,  will  be 
a  good  ground  of  objection  by  the  purchaser  to  his 
completing  the  contract  (/).  If,  however,  the  defect 
were  patent  or  obvious,  then  the  purchaser  may  be 
obliged  to  perform  the  contract,  notwithstanding  the 
representation,  on  the  ground  that  he  must  be  taken  to 
have  bought  with  notice  of  the  defect  (,/).  But  any 
artirc  concealment  of  defects  which  would  otherwise  be 
discoverable  by  inspection  is  a  fraud  [k)  ;  and  if  a  pur- 
chaser be  deceived  thereby  (/)  he  may  avoid  the  contract 
accordingly.  Thus  if  cracks  in  the  walls  of  a  house 
be  papered  or  painted  over  with  intent  to  conceal  them, 


be  a  ground  for  avoiding  or  re- 
sisting the  specific  performance 
of  the  contract ;  see  Edwards  v. 
Wickivar,  L.  R.  1  Eq.  68  ;  Mostyn 
V.  West  Mostijn  Coal  and  Iron  Co., 
1  C.  P.  D.  "145;  Re  Marsh  and 
Earl  Granville,  24  Ch.  D.  11  ; 
Heywood  v.  Mallalieu,  25  Ch.  D. 
357  ;  Nottingham  Brick  and  Tile 
Co.  V.  Butler,  16  Q.  B.  D.  778  ; 
Reeve  v.  Berridqe,  20  Q.  B.  D. 
523,  528  ;  Re  Davis  and  Cavey,  40 
Ch.  D.  601  ;  Re  White  and  Smith's 
Contract,  1896,  1  Ch.  637  ;  Re 
Haedicke  and  Lipski's  Contract, 
1901,  2  Ch.  666;  above,  pp.  61, 
n.  {w),  64,  65,  157—159,  166, 
351,  537,  n.  {d). 

(b)  Grant  v.  Munt,  Or.  Coop. 
173  ;  Dyer  v.  Hargrave,  10  Ves. 
505. 

(c)  Strangicays  v.  Bishoj),  29 
L.  T.  O.  S.  120. 

(d)  De  Lasaalle  v.  Guildford, 
1901,  2K.  B.  215. 

{e)  Lnmare  v.  Dixon,  L.  E. 
6  H.  L.  414. 


(/)  Dyer  v.  Hargrave,  10  Ves. 
505. 

(ff)  Re  Puckett  and  Smith'' s  Con- 
tract, 1902,  2  Ch.  258. 

[h)  Re  Davis  and  Cavey, iOCh.B. 
601 ;  above,  p.  166. 

(i)  Above,  pp.  539—541. 

(J)  Above,  p.  541  ;  Di/er  v. 
Hargrave,  10  Ves.  505,  508  \  Grant 
V.  Munt,  G.  Coop.  173,  177  ;  Sug. 
V.  &P.  331,  332. 

(/■)  Pickering  v.  Doicson,  4  Taunt. 
779,  785  ;  Schneider  v.  Heath,  3 
Camp.  506,  508. 

(/)  See  Horsfall  v.  Thomas,  1  H. 
&  C.  90,  dissented  from  by  Cock- 
burn,  C.  J.,  Smith  v.  Hughes, 
L.  E.  6  Q.  B.  597,  605,  and 
doubted  in  Benjamin  on  Sale, 
385,  2nd  ed.  The  decision  seems, 
however,  to  be  in  accordance  with 
the  law  laid  down  in  the  cases 
cited  above,  p.  682,  nn.  [k),  [l), 
and  by  Selbome,  C,  in  Coaks  v. 
Boswell,  11  App.  Cas.  232,  236. 
And  see  Pollock  on  Torts,  285, 
5th  ed. 
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and  the  house  be  then  sold,  though  without  any  war- 
ranty or  verbal  representation  as  to  its  state  of  repair,  to 
a  purchaser,  who  has  inspected  it,  the  contract  is  void- 
able  for   fraud  {)//).     And   any  conduct  calculated  to  Misleading 
mislead  a  purchaser  with  respect  to  some  material  fact, 
or  to  divert   him   from   inspection    or   inquiry,  which 
would  discover  a  defect  known  to  the  vendor,  is  equally 
fraudulent,    and  may   be   a   ground  for  avoiding  the 
contract   at   law   as  well  as  resisting  its  specific  per- 
formance {n).     It  should   be   noted   that   an   innocent  Specific 
misrepresentation   as  to  the  quality  of  land  sold  may  ^^ay°b?^^^^ 
be  a  good  ground  for  the  purchaser  to  resist  the  specific  resisted  in 

o  r.1  ;/  j'iii        T         j.ii.*i.t,      some  cases 

performance  of  the  contract,  notwithstanding  that  it  be  ^here  the 
insufiicient  to  procure  the  contract  to  be  rescinded  (o).  ^"Jjjj^^^'^fjg 
Thus  where  a  house  let  on  a  quarterly  tenancy  was  rescinded. 
sold  as  an  eligible  freehold  property  for  investment,  Hope  v. 
but  was   being   used,  unknown   to   the   vendor,  as  a 
brothel,  the   Court   of   Appeal  refused  to   oblige  the 
purchaser  to  perform  the  contract  specifically,  but  also 
declined  to  rescind  the  contract  (^;).     The  reason  given 
by  the  Court  was  that  the  purchaser,  if  forced  to  com- 
plete, would  be  liable  under  the  Criminal  Law  Amend- 
ment Act,  1885,  to  be  fined  unless  he  evicted  the  tenant. 
It  is  submitted  that  this  decision  must  be  referred,  in 
principle,  to  the  ground  that  the  defect  was  incompatible 
with  the  enjo;)Tnent  promised  hij  the  eonfraet,  coupled, 
possibly,  with  that  of  great  hardship  on  the  purchaser  {q). 
A  property,  of  which  the  rent-paying  occupier  must  be 
immediately  ejected,  on  pain  of  the  purchaser  becoming 
liable  to  criminal  proceedings,  hardly  fulfils  the  expec- 


{m)  See  Sug.  V.  &  r.  333— 335.  —170. 

(w)    Walters  x.ilorgan,?,  Tie  Gr.  [p)    Hope   v.    Waltc,-,    1900,    1 

F    &  J.  718,  724  ;   Coaks  v.  Bos-  Ch.  257,  reversing  the  decision  of 

t<;e«,  11  App.  Gas.  232,  235,  236.  Cozens-Hardy,  J.,   1899,    1    Ch. 

(o)  See  Kennedy  v.  Panama,  ^-c.  879,   as  to  specific  performance, 

Mail  Co.,  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  580  ;  Re  and    affirming    it  on   the   other 

Banister,    Broad    v.    Munton,    12  point. 

Ch.  D.  131  ;  above,  pp.  160,  165  (?)  Above,  pp.  681,  686. 
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Specific 
performance 
not  granted 
where  the 
thinur  sold  is 
positireli/ 
noxious  in 
quality. 


Purchase 
under  a 
mistaken 
impression  as 
to  quality. 


tation  of  enjoyment,  which  is  raised  by  the  description 
of  an  eligible  freehold  property  for  investment  (r).  Or 
perhaps  the  principle  may  be  put  in  this  way — that  the 
Court  will  not  enforce  the  specific  performance  of  a 
contract  to  purchase  a  thing,  which  is  ponitkely  noxious 
in  quality,  notwithstanding  that  there  were  no  warranty 
of  quality,  and  that  in  other  respects  the  thing  answer 
the  description.  For  example,  a  house  may  be  so  ill- 
drained  that  it  is  dangerous  to  live  in  it ;  the  vendor 
may  be  aware  that  illness  has  been  actually  caused  by 
the  state  of  the  drains  and  maintain  silence  in  this 
respect ;  and  yet  the  purchaser  may  be  unable  to  avoid 
performance  of  the  contract.  He  buys  at  his  own  risk ; 
he  ought  to  have  the  drains  tested  for  himself;  and 
drains  may  be  tested  and  put  right  without  any  extra- 
ordinary danger  to  the  workmen  («).  If,  however,  a 
house  were  infected  with  the  germs  of  disease,  such  as 
plague  or  smallpox,  so  that  any  person  entering  it  must 
incur  the  danger  of  catching  the  malady,  and  the  vendor 
concealed  this  fact,  it  is  thought  that  he  could  not 
enforce  specific  performance ;  for  the  thing  sold  was 
actively  harmful  {t).  The  house  might  indeed  be  dis- 
infected, but  only  at  the  risk  of  the  health  and  life  of 
those  who  entered  it  to  do  so.  It  appears  therefore 
that  where  one  has  bought  land  or  a  house  under  a 
mistaken  impression  as  to  its  quality,  he  must  in  general 
abide  by  the  consequences  of  his  own  mistake,  unless 
the  vendor  made  by  warranty  or  representation  some 
promise  as  to  the  quality,  or  actively  concealed  some 
defect  which  was  known  to  him. 


Vendor  not  Not  only  is  there  no  legal  obligation  upon  a  vendor 

disabuse  of  land  to  disclose  to  the  purchaser  any  defects  known 


(>•)  See  S.  C,  1900,  1  Ch.  259. 

(s)  See  above,  pp.  680—684. 

\t)  See  Cornfoot  v.  Foicke,  6  M. 
&  W.  358,  380,  381  ;  Chester  v. 
Potvcll,  52  L.  T.  722,  723.     But 


apparently  this  fact  would  not 
be  sufiBcient  ground  for  rescinding 
the  contract ;  see  above,  p.  682 
andn.  (/;);  TJ'ard  v.  Mobbs,  4:  Ap-p. 
Cas.  13,  24,  25,  29. 
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to  him  in  the  quality  of  the  thiug  sold,  but  further  the  purchaser  of 

^  ^  ,  „  hi^  erroneous 

vendor  is  not  bound  to  disabuse  the  purchaser  of  any  belief  as  to 
erroneous  belief,  which  the  purchaser  has  formed,  and  ^f'thrthiJ.' 
which  the  vendor  knows  that  the  other  has  formed,  as  to  sold. 
the  quality  of  the  purchased  property  (u) .    A  vendor  may 
•well  sell  a  house,  which  has  got  dry  rot  in  all  the  wood- 
work and  is  badly  drained,  to  a  purchaser,  who  knows 
nothing  of  these  defects,  but  believes  to  the  knowledge 
of  the  vendor  that  the  house  is  in  good  repaii'  and  well 
drained,  and  yet  the  purchaser  will  not  be  entitled  to 
claim  the  rescission  of  the  contract ;  provided  always 
that  the  vendor  made  no  representation  as  to  the  quality 
of   the  thing  sold,  and   did  not    actively  conceal  the 

defect.     And  this  is  equally  the  case,  even  though  the  It  does  not 

,,  Til  !•  J.1       alter  the  case 

purchaser   suppose    the  vendor   to    be  warranting   tiie  that  the 

quality  of  the  thiug  sold,  provided  that  the  vendor  were  {J[J,1g^gJ^[j^g 

not  aware  of  the  purchaser's  belief  in  this  respect  and  vendor  to  bo 

had  done  nothing  to  induce  it.     So  long  as  the  vendor  JJ^g^q'J'JJt^' 

knows  no  more  than  that  the  purchaser  is  mistaken  as  if  the  vendor 

1  T  1      p      .1  1    T   £  did  not  know 

to  the  quality,  the  purchaser  s  further  erroneous  belief  tbis. 

that  the  vendor  is  warranting  the  equality  is  no  ground 
for  his  avoidance  of  the  contract  (^•) .  And  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  above  circumstances,  namely,  the  ven- 
dor's knowledge  of  the  purchaser's  erroneous  belief  or 
the  purchaser's  further  mistaken  impression  that  the 
vendor  is  warranting  the  quality  (if  not  known  to  the 
vendor),  are  of  themselves  a  sufficient  ground  to  enable 
the  purchaser  to  resist  the  specific  performance  of  the 
contract  (//),  unless  he  can  move  the  Coui't  on  the  grounds 
of  unfairness  or  hardship  (z).  If,  however,  the  vendor  Bat  if  the 
know  that  the  pm^chaser  believes  him  to  be  warranting  of^JbiJ^e'lief, 


(m)  Keates  v.  Cadogmi,  10  C.  B.  {x)  See  Smith  v.  Hiiyhes,  L.  E. 

591  ;    Edwards- Wood  v.   Majori-  6  Q.  B.  597. 

te^5,  7H.L.  (1806,809;*m<A  ,.    g        ^^^^^     ^^^^^     ^^ 

V.  Hughes,  L.  R.  6   Q.^  B.   59/,  }(^,    ^   ,^. 


607  ;  Fry.'Sp.  Perf.  §^  705,  713  :       ^^ 

Turner  v.  Greeti,  1895,  2  Ch.  205.  (s)  Above,  p.  685. 
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the  contract     the  Quality  of  the  thiue:  sold,  and  agree  to  the  contract 
is  void  for  •  ■,        ,    ,i       •    ,      ,•  n  ..  -,.         x     ^i 

■want  of  true     Without  the  intention  oi  warranting  according  to  the 

consent.  purchaser's   expectation,   but   without    disabusing    the 

purchaser  of  his  belief,  in  that  case  there  is  no  true 
consent  of  the  parties,  and  on  this  ground  the  contract 
Acceptance  of  is  void  {a) .  The  same  law  seems  applicable  where  one, 
the  acce^or^  ^^o  knows  that  there  is  a  mistake  in  the  terms  of  an 
knovrs  to  be  offer,  accepts  it  unconditionally  and  without  coiTecting 
the  mistake,  being  minded  to  take  advantage  of  the 
other's  error.  Thus  if  A.  offer  to  sell  to  B.  Blackacre 
and  Whiteacre  for  2,000/.,  and  B.,  knowing  that  A. 
really  means  to  offer  Blackacre  only  or  to  ask  4,000/., 
but  intending  to  hold  A.  to  the  letter  and  not  to  the 
spirit  of  his  proposal,  at  once  close  with  the  offer,  it  is 
thought  that  A.  is  not  estopped  from  proving  his 
mistake,  and  the  contract  is  void  for  want  of  true  con- 
sent. For  B.  knew  that  A.  thought  that  B.  was 
promising  to  take  Blackacre  only  or  to  pay  4,000/. ; 
and  he  ought  not  to  have  sought  to  take  advantage 
of  such  a  mistake  (6).  In  a  case  like  this  the  accept- 
ance of  the  offer,  with  knowledge  of  the  mistake 
in  its  terms,  appears  to  be  plainly  fraudulent;  and 
the  acceptor  may  not  take  advantage  of  his  own 
wrong.  The  other  party  therefore  has  the  choice 
of  two  alternatives.  He  may  either  treat  the  con- 
tract as  altogether  void  by  reason  of  his  mistake,  or 
he  may  affirm  and  enforce  the  contract  according  to 
the  terms  which  he  had  really  intended  to  propose, 
treating  the  acceptance  as  an  assent  to  a  contract,  of  the 
real  terms  of  which  the  acceptor  had  notice,  and  claim- 

(«)  Smith  V.  Hughes,  ubi  sup.  tenns  of  a  description  or  repre- 

{b)    See    Webster    v.    Cecil,    30  sentation  which  he  has  put  for- 

Beav.  62,  as  explained  in  Tamplin  ward  or  made  to  another,  where 

V.  James,   15  Ch.  D.    215,   221;  the  other  has  notice  that  its  terms 

Paget  v.  Marshall,  28  Ch.  D.  255,  are  inaccurate  ;  above,  pp.  541, 

265.      The    case    appears   to_  be  ggg  ^^^  ^   ^  -^  .   Calv^,.i     ^,  jj^^i, 

governed  by  the  same  principle  ,.         , -,t       •        o,«     ^        ,      , 

as  is  applied  in  holding  that  a  liams,\Yes.  ]un.  210;  Townshend 

man  is  not  bound  by  the  exact  v.  Slangroom,  6  Ves.  328,  341. 
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ing  to  have  the  written  agreement  rectified  on  account 
of  a  mistake  comii/oii  to  both  parties  in  the  expression  of 
its  terms.  And  if  he  choose  this  alternative,  the  acceptor 
will  be  estopped  by  his  conduct  from  setting  up  the 
want  of  true  consent  as  a  ground  for  avoiding  the  con- 
tract, or  from  objecting  to  rectification  on  the  ground 
that  the  mistake  was  made  by  the  other  party  alone, 
and  was  not  common  to  both  of  them  (c). 

So  far,  in  discussing  the  subject  of  mistake  as  ex-  Mistake  as 
eluding  any  true  consent  between  the  parties,  and  so  consenUn  ^ 
avoiding  the  contract  altogether,  we  have  dealt  mainly  equity. 
with  the  rules    of    the    common  law(r/).     Where  the 
contract  is  void  on  this  ground,  the  parties  are  in  the 
same  position  in  equity  as  at  law.     There  can  be  no 
question  of  any  order  for  specific  performance  of  the 
contract,  for  this  remedy  is,  as  we  have  seen  (c),  only 
granted  to  enforce  a  valid  contract.     But  where  one  Unilateral 
party  has  entered  into  the  contract  under  a  mistake,  g^^jL^  "^ 
which   is   not   shared  by   the   other,  and   the   one   is 
estopped  at  law  from  setting  up  his  mistake  and  proving 
his  true  intention,  the   parties   are  not  always  in  the 
same   position,  as   regards   the   equitable   remedies   to 
enforce  the  contract,  as  they  are  at  law.     Thus  where 
the  vendor  makes  a  mistake  in  the  preparation  of  the 
particulars  of  sale,  and  includes  therein  more  than  he 
really  meant  to  sell  (_/) ,  but  the  description  is  precise, 
so  that  a  man  would  naturally  and  reasonably  suppose 
that  the  vendor  meant  to  sell  what  he  actually  offered, 
the  contract  is  enforceable  against  the  vendor  at  law, 
since  he  would  be  estopped  from  proving  his  mistake  (</). 

(c)  See  Garrard  v.  Frnnkcl,  30  7th  ed.  ;  below,  pp.  710  sq. 

Beav.  445  ;    Harris  v.  PcppcreU,  {d)  Above,  pp.  667  sq. 

L.  R.  5  Eq.  1 ;  Bloomer  v.  Spittle,  {c)  Above,  p.  678. 

L.  R.  13  Eq.  427  ;  Paget  v.  Mar-  (/)   See  Ee  Faiccctt  and  Holmes, 

«/)«//,  28  Ch.D.  255;  a.s  explained  42  Cli.  D.   150;    above,  p.  640; 

in  Ma>i  v.  Flatt,  1900,  2  Ch.  616,  3Iai/  v.  Piatt,  1900,  1  Ch.  616. 

623;    Pollock  on  Contract,  495,  (,//)  Above,pp.66S,670,673,676. 
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The  vendor  is  also  estopped  from  setting  up  his  mis- 
take in  equity  to  this  extent,  that  he  is  not  entitled  to 
claim  the  rescission  of  the  contract  {h),  or  to  insist 
himself  on  its  specific  performance,  except  on  the  terms 
of  conveying  the  whole  of  the  property  described, 
if  he  be  able  to  do  so  (?) .  If  he  be  not,  he  may,  as  we 
have  seen  (/.•),  enforce  specific  performance  with  an  abate- 
ment of  the  purchase  money,  where  the  deficiency  is 
insubstantial  or  the  contract  contained  an  express  stipu- 
lation as  to  compensation  for  misdescription.  But  if 
the  purchaser  sue  for  specific  performance  of  the  contract, 
then  the  vendor  may  in  certain  circumstances  be  entitled 
to  set  up  his  mistake  as  a  defence  to  the  action.  This 
is  owing  to  the  discretionary  nature  of  the  remedy  of 
specific  performance,  and  to  the  fact  that  in  granting 
or  withholding  such  relief  the  Court  will  have  regard  to 
circumstances  outside  the  contract  and  especially  to  the 
conduct  of  the  parties,  and  may  refuse  specific  perform- 
ance on  the  ground  of  great  hardship  (/) .  But  it  is  not 
in  every  case  that  a  party  sued  for  specific  performance 
may  avail  himself  of  his  own  mistake  as  a  defence  to 
the  action.  If  the  mistake  were  entirely  due  to  the 
defendant's  own  carelessness  or  inadvertence,  the  plaintiff 
having  done  nothing  to  induce  or  contribute  to  the  error, 
nor  having  sought  knowingly  to  take  advantage  of  it, 
and  if  it  will  inflict  no  great  hardship  on  the  defendant 
to  enforce  him  to  perform  the  contract  specifically, 
then  it  appears  that  the  defendant  will  be  equally 
precluded  from  resisting  specific  performance  in  equity 
as  from  avoiding  his  liability  at  law  {/»).  Thus 
where  the  vendor  has  in  these  circimistances  in- 
advertently included  in  the  particulars   of   sale   more 

(A)   Ahanleij    v.    Kbinaird,    2  (Jc)  Above,  pp.  635,  639 — 6-41. 

Mac.    &   G.    1,    7,    8  ;    Scott    v.  ,,,    .,  „,    ._, 

Littledale,  8  E.  &  B.  815.  ^^  ^^o^®'  PP"  -^^'  ^^5. 

(i)  Manser    v.   Back,    6    Hare,  {,n)  TampUn  v.  James,  15  Ch.T). 

443,  447,  448;  Alvanley  v.  Kin-  215;  Goddardy.Jcfrei/s,  dOW.B,. 

iiaird,  2  Mac.  &  G.  1,8.  269,  270. 
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than  he  meant  to  sell,  he  will  nevertheless  be  obliged 
at  the  pui'chaser's  suit  to  perform  the  contract  specifi- 
cally, and  must  convey  the  whole  property  described, 
if  he  can ;  or  if  ho  cannot,  he  must  convey  what  he 
can  with  a  proportionate  abatement  of  the  price  {ii). 
So  it  appears  that,  in  the  like  circumstances,  a  pur- 
chaser who  has  by  his  own  mistake  signed  a  contract 
to  buy  a  property  smaller  than  he  supposed  it  was  (o), 
or  even  different  from  that  which  he  intended  to 
hu.j{p),  cannot  resist  specific  performance  on  the  ground 
of  his  mistake.     But  where  it  would  be  a  great  hard-  Spc^eific 

'-'  periormance 

ship  on  the  party  mistaken  to  oblige  him  to  perform  against  a 
the  contract  specifically,  the  Court  will  not  grant  this  ^^i^^^  ^^y  be 
relief  to  the  other  party,  but  will  leave  him  to  pursue  refused  on 
his  remedy  at  law  (17).     Thus  where  one  wrote  a  letter  hardship. 
offering  by  mistake  to  sell  his  laud  for  1,250/.,  meaning 
to  say  2,250/.,  and  the  offer  was  accepted,  the  Court 
refused  to  grant  specific  performance  at  the  purchaser's 

(n)  Mackenzie  v.  Hesketh,  7  Ch.  in  recognising  that  the  case  of 

D.  675  ;   Dtjas  v.  Stafford,  7  L.  R.  Tamplm     v.    James    set    definite 

Ir    590    605    606.  limits  to  the  equitable  rule  ex- 

\o)   Taiivpiin  v.  James,  15  Ch.  D.  pressed  of  old  in  the  proposition 

215;  Goddard  v.  Jeffreys,  30  W.  R.  that  the  Court  will  refuse  specific 

2(39  performance    on   the    ground   of 

(p)    Van   rraagh   v.    Everidge,  rtAsiake  [nee  Neap  y.  Abbolt,G.V. 

1902,  2  Ch.  266,  Kekewich,  J.,  Coop.  (1S37-8),  333;  IC.P.  Coop, 

reversed  on  other  grounds,  1903,  t.Cottenham,382;  3Iaimrv.£ack, 

1  Ch.  434   (above,  p.   678),  fol-  6   Hare,    44^,    447,    448).       The 

lowing  the    rule    laid    down  in  decision  m  7((w/;?(«  v. /«/Hfs  shows 

TampUn    v.    James,   ubi   sup.   in  that   the    Court    will    not    now 

preference    to    the    decision    in  refuse    specific    performance    on 

Mallm  V.  Freeman,  2  Keen,   25,  the  ground  of  unilateral  mistake 

where  specific   performance  was  '^^-"ne,  and  that,  notwithstanding 

refused  at   the   vendor's   suit  in  that  the  parties' mmds  in  making 

exactly  the  same  circumstances.  the  contract  were  not  in  truth  at 

But  note  that  Kekewich,  J.,  held  one,  a  defendant  to  an  action  m 

that  in  the  circumstances  of  the  equity  for  specific  performance  of 

case  before  him  it  was  no  great  the  contract  may  be  estopped  from 

hardship  to  enforce  specific  per-  raying   so.     See   above,    p.    6/9, 

formance  against  the  purchaser,  and  n.  ('/). 

and  expressly  recognised  that,  if  (?)    Tamplin  v.  James,  lo  Ch.  L>. 

this  were  not  so,  specific  perform-  215,  217,  221  ;  Goddard  v.  Jeffreys, 

ance  might  have  been  refused;  gQ  ^_  -^  269,  270;  Van  Traayh 
see  lt02,  2  Ch.  271,272.     It  is  .  „,     .,„^    „_, 

respectfully  submitted,  however,  v.  ^(rn^^^-,  1902,  2  Ch.  266,  2^, 

that  the  learned  judge  was  right  272. 


694  OF  MISTAKE. 

siiit  (/•) .  And  where  a  vendor  has  by  his  own  mistake 
included  in  the  particulars  of  sale  much  more  than  he 
meant  to  sell,  it  appears  that  the  Coui't  may  decline,  on 
the  ground  of  hardship,  to  order  the  specific  perform- 
ance of  the  contract  at  the  purchaser's  suit,  unless  he 
elect  to  take,  without  compensation,  what  the  vendor 
really  intended  to  sell  («).  So  also  we  have  seen  that 
where  a  vendor  has  innocently  made  a  serious  error  of 
description  to  his  own  disadvantage,  and  has  so  pur- 
ported to  sell  a  much  larger  property  than  he  has, 
the  purchaser  will  not  be  entitled  to  enforce  specific 
performance  with  compensation,  if  this  would  be  a 
Whereonehas  great  hardship  on  the  vendor  {f).  And  where  one  party 
contributed      j^^^g  contributed  in  any  way  to  the  other's  mistake,  as 

to  the  other  s     ,  .  j         j  j 

mistake.  if  the  particulars  of  or  contract  for  sale  contain  any 

misrepresentation  or  any  ambiguity  likely  to  mislead  a 
man  of  ordinary  intelligence  using  ordinary  care,  then 
the  other  party  may  resist  the  specific  performance  of 
■Whereonehas  the  contract  on  the  ground  of  his  mistake  {ii).     If  the 
error^in  the      description  of  the  land  sold  in  the  written  agreement 
particulars.      erroneously  comprise  more  than  the  vendor  means  to 
sell,  but  the  j)urchaser  have  notice,  before  or  at  the 
time  of  sale,  what  land  the  vendor  really  intends  to 
part  with,  the  purchaser  cannot  enforce  the  specific  per- 
formance of  the  contract  according  to  the  written  descrip- 
tion ;  for  the  vendor  may  in  defence  prove  by  evidence 
outside  the  written  agreement  that  it  does  not  express 
the  parties'  true  intention  (.r).    And  as  we  have  seen  (y), 
if   in  such  case  the  vendor  have  no  title  to  the  land 


(>•)    Wehtcr  v.   Cecil,   30  Beav.  Ch.  D.  215,  216,  221;    Goddard 

62;  see  above,  p.  690.  v.  Jefreys,  30  W.  R.  269,  270; 

(s)    Alvanley    v.    Kinnaird,    2  Van  Praagh  v.  Everidge,  1902,  2 

Mac.    &   G.    1,    7  ;    Durham    v.  Ch.  266,  271,  272. 

Legard,  34  Beav.  611,  614;  above,  {x)  Calverley  v.  Williams,  1  Ves. 

p.  636.  jun.  210;  Townshendv.  Stangroom, 

(t)  Above,  p.  638.  6  Ves.  328,  341 ;  above,  pp.  541, 

(«)  Ifigginson  v.  Clowes,  15  Ves.  686  and  n.  (j);  below,  pp.  699  sq., 

516  ;    Swaislf/nd  v.    I)earsley,    29  705. 

Beav.  430;   Tumplln  v.  James,  15  (y)  Above,  p.  638. 
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erroneously  comprised  in  the  contract,  the  purchaser  is 
not  entitled  to  claim  specific  performance  with  com- 
pensation.    If  one  party  were  aware  of  the  other's  mis-  "Where  one 
take  and  wrongfully  took  advantage  of  it,  he  cannot  othCT'^mk- 
enforce  the  specific  performance  of  the  contract  against  take  and 
the  party  mistaken  (~) .      Indeed   in  this   case,  as  we  advantage 
have  seen  (a) ,  it  may  be  contended  that  the  contract  ^^  ^^• 
is  void  at  law. 


Not  only  may  a  contract  he  void  on  account  of  a  Co 


mraon  mis- 


mistake   excluding   any  real   consent   of    the   parties,  so|'j|;''*fact 

where  the  mistaken  party  is  not  estopped  from  assert-  which  is  a 

ing  his  error  (b) ;  it  may  also  he  void  where  the  parties'  precedent  to 

minds  are  really  at  one  as  regards  the  present  intention  the  formation 

of  contracting,  but  they  are  under  a  common  mistale 

with  respect  to  some  fact,  the  existence  of  which  is  a 

condition  precedent  to  their  uniting  in  the  formation 

of  a  contract.     On  this  ground  a  contract  for  the  sale 

of  a  thing  which  both  parties  believe  to  be  in  existence, 

but  which  has  really  ceased  to  exist,  is  altogether  void  (c) . 

For  example,  where  an  apparent  contract  is  made  for 

the   sale   of   a  life  estate,  both  parties   believing   the 

tenant  for  life  to  be  alive,  when  in  truth  he  is  dead, 

the   contract   is   altogether   void ;   the   pui-chaser   may 

resist   its   performance ;    and  if   it    should  have   been 

completed  by  convej^ance  the  conveyance  may  be  set 

aside,  and   the  purchase  money  may  be  recovered  as 

money  paid  under  a  mistake  of  fact  (r/).     The  same 

law  applies  to  the  sale  of  an  estate  in  remainder  or 

reversion   expectant   on   a  life  estate,  if  made  on  the 

basis  that  the  tenant  for  life  is  living,  when  he  is  in 

fact  dead ;  or  to  the  sale  of  a  reversion  or  remainder 

{z)    Webster  v.   Cecil,   30  Beav.  7  Ex.  208  ;   Couturier  v.  Hastie,  5 

62,  as  explained  in  TampUn  v.  H.  L.  G.  673. 

James,  15  Ch.  D.  215,  221,  222.  {d)  See  Hitchcock  v.    Giddings, 

{a)  Above,  p.  690.  4  Price,  135  ;  Strickland  y.  Turner, 

(b)  Above,  pp.  G67  sq.  7  Ex.   208  ;    Cochrane  v.    TFillis, 

(e)    Hitchcock    v.     Giddinqs,    4  L.  R.  1  Ch.  58  ;  Scott  v.  Coulson, 

Price,  135  ;  Strickland  v.  fxrnrr,  1903,  2  Ch.  249. 
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expectant  on  an  estate  tail,  if  actually  barred  at  the 
time  of  sale,  the  parties  supposing  it  to  be  still  in 
existence  {e).  So  it  appears  that  if  a  contract  be  made 
for  the  sale  of  laud  or  a  house  in  the  belief  that  the 
property  is  existing  in  its  usual  state,  the  agreement  is 
void  if  at  the  time  that  it  was  made  the  land  were 
washed  away  by  the  sea,  or  the  house  destroyed  by 
fire  (/).  In  such  cases,  however,  the  thing  sold  must 
have  been  utterly  destroyed  so  as  to  have  ceased  to 
exist  at  the  time  of  sale  ;  mere  deterioration  in  quality, 
though  unknown  to  both  parties,  is  not  sufficient  to 
avoid  the  contract,  if  there  remain  in  existence  some- 
thing which  answers  to  the  description  of  the  thing 
sold  (g).  For  example,  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land 
would  not  be  void  if  the  land  were,  unknown  to  the 
contracting  parties,  temporarily  flooded.  And  in  the 
case  of  the  sale  of  a  house  destroyed  by  fire,  the 
validity  of  the  contract  would  appear  to  depend  on  the 
question,  whether  the  house  were  a  principal  object  of 
the  sale,  or  were  merely  accessory  to  the  land  sold. 
Thus  the  sale  of  a  single  house  in  a  town  seems  to  be 
void  if  the  house  were  no  longer  in  existence  at  the 
time  of  sale.  But  on  the  sale  of  a  large  estate,  com- 
prising several  farms,  the  fact  that  some  cottage  or 
farm  house  or  building  was  burnt  down  before  the  sale 
appears  to  amount  to  no  more  than  a  depreciation  in 
quality  and  to  be  insufficient  to  render  the  contract 
Depreciation  altogether  void  on  the  ground  of  common  mistake,  A 
imknowifto  ™^^®  depreciation  in  quality,  which  was  unknown  to 
both  parties  at  the  time  of  sale,  appears  to  be  governed 
by  the  same  law  as  applies  to  the  case  of  unknown 
latent  defects  (//).  If,  however,  it  were  an  essential 
condition  of  the   sale  that  the  thing  sold  possessed  a 


the  contract 
ing  parties. 


{e)  SS.  CC. 

(/)    Hitchcock   V.    Gichliiigs,    4 
Price,  135,  141. 


iff)  See  £arr  v.  Gibson,  3  M.  & 
W.  390. 

[h)  Above,  p.  C82. 
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certain  quality  or  were  iu  some  particular  state  of 
fitness  (/),  then  it  seems  that,  in  case  of  a  depreciation 
in  quality  unknown  to  both  parties  at  the  time  of  sale, 
the  contract  would  be  void  on  account  of  their  common 
error  as  to  a  fact  which  formed  the  basis  of  their 
contracting. 

For  this  purpose  a  mistake  in  a  matter  of  private  Common 
right,  such  as  a  man's  title  to  some  particular  piece  of  watTrShh 
land,  stands  on  the  footing  of  a  mistake  of  fact.  Thus 
if  A.  agree  to  sell  Blackacre  to  B.,  both  parties  believing 
it  to  belong  to  A.,  and  it  turn  out  afterwards  that  the 
land  really  belonged  to  B.,  the  contract  is  void,  B.  may 
resist  its  performance  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  and  if 
it  have  been  completed,  the  conveyance  may  be  set  aside 
and  the  purchase  money  recovered  (k) . 


§  2. — Of  31  i stake  in  tlte  expression  of  Consent,  and  its 
Rectification. 

It  has  been  already  mentioned  (/)  that,  besides  mis-  Mistake  in  the 
take  avoiding  an  apparent  contract  or  conveyance  on  consent^°°  °^ 
the   ground   of  want   of  true  consent,  there  may  be 
mistake  in  the  expression  of  a  true  consent ;  and  that 
in  this  case  the  agreement  may  generally  be  rectified. 
We  will  now  consider  this  subject. 

The  rectification  of  a  written  instrument  (in  which  Rectification 
form,  as  we  have  seen,  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  is  histi-uments  a 
required  to  be  made  (.ni) ) ,   on   the  s-round  of  its  not  "tatter  of  the 

cxclusivG 

expressing,  by  reason  of  fraud  or  mistake,  the  true  in-  jurisdiction 

of  Courts  of 
Equity. 

(i)  See  above,  p.  680.  Co.,  Ld.  v.  Henry  Lister  %  Son,  Ld., 

{Jc)  Bingham  v.  Bingham,  1  Ves.        1895,  2  Ch.  273,  281  ;  Allcard  v. 
sen.  126  ;  Broughton  v.  Hiitt,  3  De        TFalker,  1896,  2  Ch.  369. 

2  H.  L.  149  ;  Jones  v.  C/iford,  3  (^^  ^^o^^^'  P'  '^66. 

Ch.  D.  779  ;  HuddersJicJd Banking  [m)  Above,  p.  3. 

w.— II.  3 
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An  exception 
to  the  rule 
that  extrinsic 
endenceisnot 
admissible  to 
explain  or 
vary  written 
instruments. 


Correction  of 

obvious 

errors. 


tention  of  all  parties  thereto,  is  a  matter  depending 
entirely  on  the  jurisdiction  of  Courts  of  Equity  now 
vested  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Judicature  {n).  And 
we  will  begin  by  reminding  the  reader  that  the  exercise 
of  this  jurisdiction  forms  an  exception  to  the  general  rule 
applied  equally  in  Courts  of  Law  and  Equity  (o),  that 
extrinsic  evidence  of  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  a 
written  instrument  is  not  admissible  to  explain  or  vary 
the  terms  of  the  writing  (p).  In  other  words,  the 
general  principle  is  that  the  parties  are  not  at  liberty  to 
prove  by  evidence  outside  the  instrument  that  the  in- 
tention expressed  therein  was  not  their  intention  ;  or 
more  briefly,  that  they  are  bound  by  the  words  which 
they  have  used  in  the  writing,  no  matter  what  they  (the 
parties)  meant  {q).  The  result  of  this  general  principle 
is  that  some  matters,  which  are  really  errors  in  the 
expression  of  consent,  are  dealt  with  by  the  Courts  in 
the  course  of  their  construction  or  interpretation  of 
written  instruments  which  they  are  prayed  to  enforce. 
Thus  the  Court  will  correct  all  errors  which  are  apparent 
on  the  face  of  any  written  instrument  as  a  matter  of  the 
construction  or  interpretation  of  its  terms  and  without 
admitting  extrinsic  evidence  to  explain  them  {/•).  So 
also  where  the  terms  of  some  agreement  embodied  in  a 
written  instrument  are  upon  the  face  of  it  ambiguously 


{)/)  Ball  V.  Storie,  1  Sim.  &Stu. 
210,  219  ;  see  Wms.  Eeal  Prop. 
164,  19th  ed. 

(o)  Parteriche  v.  Powlet,  2  Atk. 
383,  384  ;  Pick  v.  Jackson,  4  Bro. 
C.  C.  514,  G  Ves.  334,  n.  ;  Pall 
V.  Storie,  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  210,  218, 
219 ;  Bradford  \.  Pomneij,  30  Beav. 
431. 

{p)  Rutland'' s  case,  5  Rep.  26  ; 
Preston  v.  Merccaii,  2  W.  Bl.  1249  ; 
Goss  V.  Xuf/ent,  5  B.  &  Ad.  58,  64, 
65 ;  Adams  v.  Wordley,  1  M.  & 
W.  374  ;  BoeA.  Norton  v.  Webster, 
12  A.  &  E.  442  ;  Barton  v.  Bawes, 
10  C.  B.  261  ;  Abrey  v.  Crux, 
L.  R.  5  C.  P.  37  ;  Evans  v.   Roe, 


L.  R.   7  C.  P.   138  ;  see  above, 

pp.  564,  565,  588. 

[q)  Boe  d.  Templeman  v.  Martin, 
4  B.  &  Ad.  771,  783,  786  ;  Boe  d. 
Gicillini  V.  Gu'iUim,  5  B.  &  Ad. 
122,  129  ;  Rickman  v.  C'arstairs, 
ib.  651,  663  ;  above,  p.  668. 

(r)  Coles  V.  Eulme,  8  B.  &  C. 
568  ;  Wilson  v.  Wilson,  5  H.  L. 
C.  40,  66,  67  ;  Sug.  V.  &  P.  171, 
note  (1)  ;  Re  BanieVs  Settlement, 
1  Ch.  D.  375  ;  Greenwood  v. 
Greenwood,  5  Ch.  D.  954  ;  Mour- 
mandv.  Be  Clair,  1903,  2  K.  B. 
216  ;  Elphinstone,  Norton  & 
Clark,  Interpretation  of  Deeds, 
Rule  17,  p.  78. 


OF  MISTAKE. 


699 


or  inexactly  expressed,  the  Court  will  not,  as  a  rule, 
admit  extrinsic  evidence  of  what  the  parties'  intention 
was,  but  will  gather  their  intention  from  the  written 
instrument  alone,  and  decide,  on  consideration  of  the 
words  used  therein,  what  interpretation  shall  be  given 
to  them,  or  whether  they  bear  any  meaning  at  all  (.s) . 


Having  thus  adverted  to  the  rule,  to  which  rectifica- 
tion forms  an  exception,  let  us  pass  on  to  rectification 
itself.  Courts  of  Equity  have  jurisdiction  to  rectify  a 
written  instrument  purporting  either  to  contain  or  to 
carry  out  an  agreement  between  the  parties  thereto,  if 
it  be  proved  by  clear  evidence  that  the  instrument  as 
drawn   does  not  embody  or  give   effect   to   their  real 


Rectification 
may  be  ob- 
tained where 
a  written 
instrument 
does  not 
express  the 
parties'  real 
agreement. 


(s)  AUhani's  case,  8  Rep.  150b, 
155  ;  Croome  v.  Lediard,  2  My.  & 
K.  251  ;  Saiindeo-soii  v.  Piper,  5 
Ring.  N.  C.  425  ;  Elphinstone, 
Norton  &  Clark,  Interpretation 
of  Deeds,  Riile  26,  p.  112;  see 
also  Hiffffimon  v.  Clowes,  15  Ves. 
516  ;  Clowes  v.  Higg'uison,  1  V.  & 
B.  524  ;  Sug.  V.  &'P.  161  ;  Mar- 
shall V.  Berridge,  19  Ch.  D.  233. 
This  is  hardly  the  place  to  state 
in  full  the  rules,  with  their  ex- 
ceptions, as  to  the  admission  of 
extrinsic  evidence  in  interpreta- 
tion of  written  instruments.  The 
reader  is  referred  to  Stephen  on 
Evidence,  Arts.  90—92  ;  Elphin- 
stone, Norton  &  Clark,  Interpre- 
tation of  Deeds,  Rules  1,  10—12, 
16,  and  Ch.  VIII.  pp.  1,  47.  57, 
76,  102  sq. ;  Wigram  on  Wills, 
L.  Q.  R.  XX.  245.  But  it  may 
be  pointed  out  that,  whilst 
extrinsic  evidence  of  external 
facts,  other  than  the  fact  of 
what  the  parties  actually  in- 
tended, is  admissible  to  elucidate 
descriptions,  apparently  capable 
of  being  reduced  to  certainty  by 
such  evidence,  of  persons  or 
things  mentioned  in  the  writing, 
evidence  of  the  actual  intention 
of  the  parties  is  only  admissible 


where  it  turns  out,  after  attempt- 
ing to  elucidate  a  description  of 
the  above  character  by  proof  of 
such  external  facts,  that  the  de- 
scription is  equally  applicable  to 
several  objects.  See  above,  p.  677; 
Cheynerf  s  cc(se,  5  Rep.  68  ;  Alt- 
ham^  s  case,  8  Rep.  155  ;  Jones  v. 
Newman,  1  W.  Bl.  60  ;  Miller  v. 
Trovers,  8  Bing.  244,  248  ;  Doe  d. 
Morgan  v.  Morgan,  1  C.  &  M.  235  ; 
Doe  d.  Gord  v.  Needs,  2  M.  &  W. 
129,  139,  140;  Loe  d.  Miscocks  v. 
Hiscochs,  5  M.  &  W.  3(53,  368, 
369  ;  Elphinstone,  Norton  & 
Clark,  Interpretation  of  Deeds, 
Rule  25,  p.  108.  We  may  also 
mention  here  that  the  rule  in 
question  does  not  prohibit  the 
proof  by  oral  evidence  of  some 
stipulation  collateral  and  addi- 
tional to  a  written  contract  and 
not  inconsistent  with  the  terms 
expressed  in  the  writing;  Lindlcy 
V.  Lacey,  17  C.  B.  N.  S.  578; 
Malpas  V.  London  (f-  South  Western 
By.  Co.,  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  336 ;  Morgan 
V.  Griffith,  L.  R.  6  Ex.  70  ; 
Ershine  v.  Adcane,  L.  R.  8  Ch. 
756  ;  Lamare  v.  Dixon,  L.  R.  6 
H.  L.  414  ;  Angellv.  Duke,  L.  R. 
10  Q.  B.  174';  De  Lassalle  v. 
Guildford,  1901,  2  K.  B.  215. 
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agreement  {f) .  In  order  to  make  out  a  case  for  rectifi- 
cation, it  must  be  shown  that  the  parties  have  actually 
concluded  an  antecedent  contract  at  variance  in  some 
respect  with  that  expressed  to  be  contained  in  or  carried 
out  by  the  written  instrument,  and  that  they  intended 
to  embody  or  give  effect  to  that  antecedent  contract  in 
or  by  the  writing.  In  the  first  place,  there  must  be  an 
antecedent  contract ;  no  inconclusive  negotiation  or 
honourable  understanding  void  at  law  is  sufficient  {u) . 
Secondly,  there  must  be  a  common  intention  of  embody- 
ing or  giving  effect  to  that  contract  in  or  by  the 
writing  (.r).  That  this  is  an  essential  condition  of 
obtaining  rectification  appears  from  the  fact  that,  if  the 
parties  agree  to  omit  some  term  of  their  real  contract 
from  the  written  instrument,  no  rectification  thereof 
can  be  obtained  {>/) .  It  is  likewise  shown  in  the  case  of 
contracts  required  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds  (s)  to  be 
put  into  writing.  If  the  antecedent  contract  were  one  of 
these  and  there  were  a  common  intention  to  embody  or 
give  effect  to  all  the  terms  of  that  contract  in  or  by  the 
writing,  the  writing  may  be  rectified  {a) ;  and  it  is  no 
defence  to  an  action  for  rectification  to  plead  that  the 
antecedent  contract  was  one  which  the  Statute  of 
Frauds  {h)  requires  to  be  in  writing,  and  that  it  was 
made  by  word  of  mouth  only  {c) .     For  if   made  by 


[t)   TJvcdale  v.  Halfpenny,  2  P.  Stangroom,  6  Ves.  328,  332,  333  ; 

W.  151  ;  Motteux  v.  London  As-  VoidUon  v.   States,  25  L.  J.   Ch. 

surance  Co.,  1  Atk.   545;  Henkle  875. 

V.  Eoyal  Exchange  Assurance  Co.,  {z)  Stat.  29  Car.  II.  c.  3,  s.  4  ; 

1  Ves.  sen.  317;  Baker  v.  Paine,  ib.  above,  p.  3. 

456  ;  Ball  v.  Storie,  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  {a)  Morliiner  v.  Shortall,  2  Dru, 

210  ;   Cowen  v.  Truejitt,  Ld.,  1899,  &  War.  363,  in  which  case  a  lease 

2  Ch.  309  ;    above,  p.  568,  n.  (A).  of  land  for  life  executed  in  pur- 
{tC)  Mackenzie  v.  Coidson,  L.  il.  suance  of  a  parol  agreement  was 

8  Eq.  308.  rectified;   Cowen  v.  Truejitt,  Ld., 

[x)  See  Fowler  v.  Fowler,  4  De  1899,  2  Ch.  309. 

G.  &  J.  250,  265.  {b)  Stat.  29  Car.  II.  c.  3,  s.  4 ; 

(y)  Fitcairn  v.  Oejhourne,  2  Ves.  above,  p.  3. 

sen.  375;  LrnhaniY.  Child,  1  Bro.  [c)   Thomas  v.   Davis,    1    Dick. 

C.  C.  92;  Fortmore  v.  Morris,  2  301,303;  Johnson  \.  Bragge,  1901, 

Bro.    C.   C.    219;    Towtishend  v.  1  Ch.  28,  36,  37. 
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word  of  mouth,  the  contract  was  not  void,  but 
only  not  enforceable  (c/)  ;  and  if  the  parties  really- 
assented  to  such  a  contract  and  had  also  a  common 
intention  of  reducing  or  giving  effect  to  all  the  terms 
of  that  contract  to  or  by  writing,  and  this  intention 
were  frustrated  owing  to  the  omission  or  mis-statement 
by  mistake  of  some  material  term  of  the  contract,  it 
would  be  giving  countenance  to  fraud  to  allow  the 
defendant  to  repel  proof  of  the  mistake  under  cover 
of  the  statute  (e).  If,  however,  the  writing  purport  to 
contain  the  contract,  but  omit  some  material  part  thereof, 
and  there  were  no  common  intention  to  put  the  whole 
contract  into  writing,  the  document  cannot  be  rectified. 
If  this  were  not  so,  the  Statute  of  Frauds  could  never 
be  enforced.  But,  as  we  have  seen  (./),  a  person  charged 
upon  such  a  contract  evidenced  by  a  written  memoran- 
dum is  at  liberty  to  plead  in  defence  that  the  memo- 
randum is  insufficient  to  satisfy  the  statute  by  reason 
of  its  not  containing  the  parties'  whole  agreement ;  and 
it  does  not  appear  that  this  defence  can  be  met  by  a 
claim  for  rectification,  unless  it  can  be  shown  that  there 
was  a  common  intention  of  signing  a  perfect  memo- 
randum and  that  the  omitted  terms  were  left  out  by 
mutual  mistake.  Thirdly,  the  antecedent  contract  and 
the  common  intention  of  embodying  it  or  carrying  it 
out  by  the  writing  must  be  proved  by  very  clear  evi- 
dence;  for,  as  we  have  seen  {rj),  the  rule  is  that,  when 
several  persons  have  joined  in  embodying  some  legal 
agreement  or  act  in  writing,  they  are  bound  by  the 
intention   expressed   in   the   writing ;    and   the   whole 


{d)  Above,  p.  9.  v.  SUiveU,  1  Y.  &  C.  Ex.  559,  5S3, 

(e)  See  Pitcairn  v.   Ogbonrne,  2  takes   no   account  of   the  earlier 

Yes.&en.'ilo\  Pemberv.  3Iathers,\  authorities  cited  in  this  and  the 

Bro.  C.  C.  52,  54  ;  Clnrkev.  Grant,  preceding  notes  and  is  not  good 

14  Ves.  519,  524  ;  Fry,  Sp.  Perf.  law. 

§§  567,  814;  above,  p.  10.     It  is  ,  ^>    .,                  4    fi    ^ 

submitted  that  the  dictum  to  the  ^•' ■               '  P^'     '     ' 

eontraryof  Alderson,B.,iny(.-6'.  (r/)   Above,  p.  698. 
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burtlien  of  proof  lies  on  the  person  who  asserts  that 
the  writing  does  not  express  the  parties'  real  inten- 
tion (//) .  For  this  reason  the  Court  attaches  great 
weight  to  the  denial  by  the  party,  against  whom  rec- 
tification is  claimed,  of  any  intention  at  variance  with 
that  expressed  in  the  writing :  though  it  does  not  allow 
such  denial  to  be  a  bar  to  the  relief  claimed,  if  overcome 
by  clear  evidence  to  the  contrary  (/).  And  for  this 
reason  also,  where  it  is  shown  that  the  instrument 
sought  to  be  rectified  was  executed  in  pursuance  of  and 
actually  carries  out  at  all  points  a  prior  agreement  in 
writing,  extremely  strong  evidence  is  required  to  induce 
the  Court  to  believe  that  a  mistake  has  occurred  in 
drawing  up  the  subsequent  instrument.  In  such  cir- 
cumstances it  is  obvious  that  there  could  have  been  no 
mistake  in  the  subsequent  instrument  unless  the  parties 
had  come  to  a  new  agreement  after  they  had  made  the 
agreement  in  writing,  or  had  made  a  mistake  in  the 
prior  agreement  in  writing  as  well  as  in  the  instrument 
purporting  to  give  effect  to  it.  In  the  former  case 
the  plaintiff,  who  would  scarcely  be  claiming  rectifica- 
tion except  to  obtain  the  inclusion  of  some  term  in  his 


{h)    Ilenkle  v.  Royal  Exchange  parol  evidence  alone  is  inadmis- 

y(ssM?-a«c(?  Co.,  1  Yes.  sen.  317,  319;  sible   to   prove   it.     Such  a  rule 

Toicnshend  v.  Stangroom,   6  Ves.  would  obviouslybe  an  inducement 

328,  333  ;  Fowler  v.  Fouler,  4  De  to    fraud  ;    and    the   weight    of 

Gr.  &  J.  250,  264  ;   Tucker  v.  Ben-  authority    is    against    Lord    St. 

nett,  38  Ch.  D.  1,  9.  Leonards'  dictum.   Parol  evidence 

(i)  Pitcairn  v.  Ogbournc,  2  Ves.  was  admitted  and  prevailed  in 
sen.  375,  379  ;  Townshend  v.  face  of  the  defendant's  denial  in 
Slangroom,  6  Ves.  328,  324  ;  Fitcairnv. Ogbournc, 'IVes.sen.S^o, 
Floomtrv.  Spittle,  Li.  R.  13  Eq.  379  ;  Garrardv.  Frankcl,  30Bea.v. 
422,  stated  below,  p.  712.  It  is  445;  and  Fuget  v.  Marsltall,  28 
submitted  that  there  is  no  rule,  Ch.  D.  255.  And  Baron  Alder- 
88  suggested  by  the  dicta  of  Lord  son's  true  meaning  appears  to 
St.  Leonards  in  Mortimer  v.  have  been  that  the  Statute  of 
Shortall,  2  Dr.  &  "War.  363,  374,  Frauds  prohibits  the  admission 
and  Alderson,  B.,  in  A.-G.  v.  of  parol  evidence  to  prove  a  case 
Siticell,  1  Y.  &  C.  559,  583  (ac-  for  rectification  in  the  face  of  the 
cepted  in  Pollock  on  Contract,  defendant's  denial.  But  as  we 
513,  7th  ed.),  that  if  the  alleged  have  seen,  this  proposition  can- 
mistake  be  denied  by  one  of  the  not  be  upheld  ;  above,  p.  700, 
parties  to  the  written  instrument,  nn.  («)  {c). 
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own  favour,  is  in  this  difficulty,  that  if  the""  new  term 
were  gratuitously  agreed  to  by  the  other  party,  there 
is  for  want  of  a  consideration  no  contract  between  them 
to  execute  the  subsequent  instrument  as  alleged  {li)  : 
though  if  there  were  a  consideration  for  the  new  term, 
it  appears  on  principle  that  he  ought  to  be  admitted  to 
prove  the  contract  so  constituted.  In  the  case  of  an 
alleged  mistake,  both  in  the  antecedent  agreement  in 
writing  and  in  the  instrument  giving  effect  to  it,  the 
plaintiff  is  in  truth  claiming  the  specific  performance 
with  a  parol  variation  of  the  antecedent  contract  in 
writing ;  and  in  this  case  the  authorities  regarding  his 
right  to  obtain  relief  are  conflicting.  These  authorities 
it  is  now  proposed  to  examine. 

Now  it  has  been  clearly  established  from  the  earliest  It  has  ever 
times  of  modern  equitable  jurisdiction  that  a  man  may  one  may  claim 
well  claim,  as  plaintiff,  the  rectification  of  a  ^vritten  ^g°*\^^^^^ 
instrument  on  the  ground  of  a  mistake  common  to  all 
parties  thereto  in  the  terms  of  the  writing,  and  may 
prove  by  extrinsic  evidence  that  they  entered  into  some 
antecedent  contract  at  variance  with  the  terms  of  the 
instrument  and  had  a  common  intention  of  embodying 
or  carrying  out  that  contract  in  or  by  the  ^viiting  (/). 
And  it  is,  as  we  have  seen  {))i) ,  equally  clear  that  the 
Statute  of  Frauds  is  no  bar  to  obtaining  such  relief, 
notwithstanding  that  the  antecedent  contract  were  one 
of  those  required  by  that  Act  to  be  put  into  writing, 
but  were  made  by  word  of  mouth.     It  is  also  perfectly  Rectification 
well  settled  that  rectification  will  be  granted  in  equity  f^J^Jfj^g^jf^g 
not  only  of  written  instruments  in  the  nature  of  executed  embodying 
contracts,  those  which  are  meant  to  give  effect  to  some  as  weil°a3 
antecedent  agreement,  but  also  of  writings  which  are  executed 

*-■  "  agreements. 


[k)  Price  v.  Dyer,  17  Ves.  356,  364 ;  above,  p.  700. 
(V)  Above,  p.  700,  and  notes  [t)  {a)  (c). 
(/«)  Above,  p.  700. 
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Claim  for 
rectification 
might  be 
joined  with 
claim,  for 
relief  imder 
the  writing 
rectified. 


merely  intended  to  embody  an  agreement  of  an  execu- 
tory nature  (»).  For  example,  a  written  contract  to  sell 
land  may  certainly  he  rectified  just  as  well  as  a  convey- 
ance of  land  upon  sale(o).  Furthermore,  it  appears 
that  under  the  old  Chancery  practice  a  claim  for  the 
rectification  of  a  written  instrument,  which  embodied 
an  agreement  of  an  executory  nature,  might  well  be 
joined  with  a  claim  for  equitable  relief  in  respect  of  the 
enforcement  of  the  agreement  (j)) .  And  under  the  rules 
of  practice  introduced  by  the  Judicature  Act  of  1873  (q), 
the  Supreme  Court  is  required,  in  every  cause  pending 
before  it,  to  grant  all  such  remedies  whatsoever  as  any 
of  the  parties  thereto  may  appear  to  be  entitled  to  in 
respect  of  any  and  every  legal  or  equitable  claim  pro- 
perly brought  forward  by  them  respectively  in  such 
cause;  so  that,  as  far  as  possible,  all  matters  in  con- 
troversy between  the  said  parties  respectively  may  be 
completely  and  finally  determined,  and  all  multiplicity 
of  legal  proceedings  concerning  any  of  such  matters 
avoided.  Now  it  would  appear  to  be  a  necessary  con- 
sequence of  these  rules  that  a  man  may  first  apply  as 
plaintiff  for  the  rectification  of  a  written  contract  for 
the  sale  of  land,  and  may  afterwards  sue  for  the  specific 
performance  of  that  contract,  as  rectified ;  and  further, 
that  he  may  well  combine  these  claims  in  one  action  (r) . 
On  this  point,  however,  the  law  is  at  present  uncertain. 
The  reason  of  this  is  as  follows : — 


Bulethat  It  was   decided   before   the   commencement   of    the 

fSrmfnc^^of  Judicature  Acts,  that  a  man  is  not  entitled  to  enforce, 

a  written  as  plaintiff,  the  specific  performance  of  a  written  agree- 
contract  with 


(w)  Henlcle  v.  Royal  Exchange  As- 
surance Co.,  1  Ves.  sen.  317;  Baker 
V.  Paine,  ib.  456  ;  Hodrjkinson  v. 
Wyait,  9  Beav.  566  ;  Stedman  v. 
Collctt,  17  Beav.  608. 

{o)  alley  V.  Fisher,  34  Ch.  D. 
367,  369;  see  also  Fife  v.  Clayton, 


13  Ves.  546. 

{p)  See  the  last  three  cases 
cited  in  note  (w),  above. 

{q)  Stat.  36  &  37  Vict.  c.  66, 
s.  24  (7). 

(»•)  Fry,  Sp.  Perf.  §  517,  p.  227, 
1st  ed. ;   §  781,  p.  346,  2nd  ed. 
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ment  with  a  parol  variation.     This  decision  was  phieed  '^.  P^rol  varia- 

■•■  .      .  I  1    1  /  \    ^^^^  cannot 

on  the  ground  of  the  general  principle  above  stated  (.s)  be  enforced  by 
that,  if  one  seek  to  enforce  a  written  contract,  he  is  ^  Plaintiff. 
bound  by  the  words  used  in  the  writing  in  which  it  is 
expressed,  and  extrinsic  evidence  is  not  admissible  to 
show  that  the  parties'  real  intention  is  different  from 
that  expressed  in  the  writing  (t).     It  is  true  that  in  the  jnch  v. 
principal  cases  so  deciding  no  express  claim  for  rectifi-   jf-l'Jll'^,,1  ^ 
cation  of  the  agreement  appears  to  have  been  made :  lleam. 
but  as  the  bill  was  for  the  specific  performance  of  a 
written  agreement  to  grant  a  lease  alleging  a  mistake 
in  the  amount  of  rent  therein  stated  to  be  reserved  and 
claiming  to  have  a  lease  at  the  rent  really  agreed  upon, 
it  is  obvious  that  rectification  of  the  written  agreement 
was  incidentally  or  at  least  substantially  claimed  («) . 
Besides  this,  the  same  rule  was  applied  by  Lord  St.  Divirs  v. 
Leonards  in  a  case  where  rectification  was  claimed  of  a 
lease,  which  had  been  executed  in  strict  accordance  with 
an  antecedent  written  agreement,  on  the  ground  of  a 
common  mistake  in  the  lease  and  in  the  written  agree- 
ment (.«?).     A    distinction    Avas,   however,   taken    with 
respect  to  the  assertion  of  a  parol  variation  of  a  written  The  defendant 
contract  as  a  defence  to  proceedings  for  specific  per-  performance 
formance  of  the  agreement  (//) .    And  it  has  been  clearly  may  set  up  a 
established  that  a  defendant  to  such  proceedings  may  variation, 
insist  that  the  written  contract  does  not  contain  the 
parties'  real  agreement,  but  that  some  stipulation  made 
orally  in  his  favour  has  by  mistake  or  inadvertence  been 
omitted  from  the  writing,  and  that  it  would  therefore  be 


(s)  Above,  p.  698.  Ves.  211. 

{t)  Rich  V.  Jackson,  4  Bro.  C.  C.  {.v)  Davlcs  v.  Fitton,  2  Dru.  & 

614,  6  Ves.  334,  n.  ;    Woollum  v.       War.  225,  232. 


Beam,  7  Ves.  211,  218,  219 
Davles  v.  Fitton,  2  Dru.  &  War, 
225,  232 ;  see  also  Squire  v 
Campbell,  1  My.  and  Cr.  459,  480: 
Manser  v.  Back,  6  Hare,  443,  447 
{u)  See  Rich  v.  Jackson,  4  Bro 


(//)  Above,  p.  694  andn.  (.*■).  At 
law  the  defendant  is  bound  by 
the  writing  and  cannot  allege  any 
parol  variation ;  above,  pp.  698, 
699  ;  roii-ell  v.  Edmunds,  12  East, 
6 ;  Ford  v.    Yates,  2  Man.  &  Gr. 


C.  C.  514 ;    Woollam  v.  Ream,  7       549. 
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inequitable  for  the  plaintiff  to  enforce  against  him  the 
extraordinary  remedy  of  specific  performance,  except  on 
the  terms  of  submitting  to  the  parol  variation.  And 
the  defendant  may  adduce  extrinsic  evidence  in  support 
of  this  contention  (z) .  And  the  further  distinction  has 
been  admitted,  that  if  tlie  parol  variation  be  to  one 
party's  disadvantage,  he  may  submit  to  it,  even  though 
he  claim  specific  performance  as  plaintiff  ;  for  he  is 
allowed  to  waive  a  right  given  to  him  by  the  written 
agreement,  or  to  claim  performance  of  that  agreement 
as  it  stands,  but  with  the  addition  of  some  extraneous 
act  or  promise  which  he  offers  to  do  or  fulfil  to  his  own 
detriment  (a).  But  although  the  decisions  were  precise 
which  refused  specific  performance  at  the  plaintiff's  suit 
of  a  written  contract  with  a  parol  variation,  there  were 
not  wanting  expressions  of  judicial  opinion  that  it  was 
equally  inequitable  to  deny  at  the  defendant's  instance 
the  specific  performance  of  a  written  agreement  with. 
the  addition  of  some  stipulation  to  his  detriment,  which 
had  by  a  common  mistake  been  left  out,  as  to  enforce 
the  same  remedy  against  him  without  a  term  so  omitted 
and  enuring  to  his  advantage  {b).  As  we  have  seen(c), 
the  general  principles  established  in  equity  with  respect 
to  the  rectification  of  written  instruments  appear  to  lead 
us  to  a  conclusion  exactly  opposed  to  the  rule  in  ques- 
tion. This  view  prevailed  with  the  great  American 
jurists,  Mr,  Justice  Story  and  Chancellor  Kent  (d). 
And  the  same  opinion  was  maintained  by  Sir  Edward 


(z)   Joyncs  v.  Statham,  3    Atk.  Atk.  98,  100  ;  Joynes  v.  Statham, 

388 ;  Eamsbottom  v.  Gosdon,  1  V.  3    Atk.    388,    389  ;     Fember    v. 

&  B.  165 ;    Winch  v.    Winchester,  Mathers,    1    Bro.    C.   C.    52,   54 ; 

ib.  375  ;    London  and  Birminyhain  Tou-nshend  v.   Stangvoom,   6  Ves. 

Ml/.  Co.  V.  Winter,  Cr.  &  Ph.  57,  328,  339  ;  Fry,  Sp.  Perf.  232  sq., 

62  ;  Manser  v.  Back,  6  Hare,  443  ;  1st  ed. ;  350  sq.,  2nd  ed. 

Smith   y.    Wheatcroft,    9   Ch,    D.  ,  s    a-i,^„„   „„    -^q    -(\^ 

223  vn  Above,  pp.  /03,  /04. 

(a)  Martin  v.  Ty craft,  2  De  G,  [d)  1  Story,   Eq.  Jur.    \   161  ; 

M.  &  G.  785 ;  cf.  Preston  v.  Luck,  Gillespie  v.  Moon,  2  John.  Ch.  N. 

27  Ch.  D.  497.  Y.  585  ;  Keisselback  v.  Livingston, 

{b)  See    Walker    v.    Walker,    2  4  John,  Ch.  N.  Y.  144. 
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Fry  {(') ,  who  also  suggested  that,  siuce  the  enactment 
of  the  above-mentioned  provision  of  the  Judicature 
Act  (/),  the  rule  was  no  longer  applicable.  This  sug- 
gestion was  followed  by  North,  J.,  in  Olley  v.  Fisl/er  {(/),  oiki/  v. 
who  considered  that  the  plaintiff's  claims  for  rectifica- 
tion of  an  agreement  to  grant  a  lease  and  for  specific 
performance  of  the  agreement  as  rectified  might  well 
be  enforced  where  (as  in  the  case  before  him)  the 
Statute  of  Frauds  was  not  pleaded  {/i).  An  agreement 
to  sell  land  of  course  stands  exactly  on  the  same 
footing  (/).  More  recently,  however,  the  rule  against 
granting  specific  performance  with  a  parol  variation  at 
the  plaintiff's  suit  was  followed  by  Farwell,  J.,  in  Mcnj 
V.  PIfift  (/,•)  :  but  in  that  case  neither  O/Jei/y.  Fisher  nor 
Sir  Edward  Fry's  opinion  was  cited.  It  is  submitted 
therefore  that  the  decision  in  Olleij  v.  Fisl/cr  is  to  be 
preferred  ;  and  further  that,  if  that  decision  be  right, 
there  is  no  reason  for  not  extending  it  to  a  case  where 
the  Statute  of  Frauds  is  pleaded.  For  as  we  have  seen  (/), 
it  is  settled  that  that  statute  can  afford  no  defence  to 
an  action  for  rectification. 


Care  must  be  taken  to  distmguish  the  cases  m  which  Distinction 

,    „       ,       ,      ,  -,.  J.  -n  £  where  a  parol 

a  defendant   to   proceedmgs   tor   specific   performance  variatioif is 
effectually  sets  up  a  parol  variation  of  the  written  agree-  proved  and 
ment  from  those  in  which,  though  pkading  the  same  defendant's 
defence,  he  j^rores  no  more  than  his  own  mistake  and  is  °J^°™pJJJi^5^^ 
really  obliged   to   resist  the   plaintiff's   claim   on   the 
ground  of  some  misrepresentation  or  conduct   contri- 
buting to  his  mistake,  or  of  hardship  {m) .    In  the  former 
case  the  defendant  is  really  relying  on  a  mistake  common 


(e)    Specific  Performance,   pp.  (t)  Above,  p.  681,  n.  (y). 

227  sq.,  1st  ed.  ;  346  sq.,  2nd  ed.  ;  (^-)   1900,  1  Ch.  616  ;  see  below, 

§§  811  6(7.,  3rd  and -Ith  ed.  r.    7T^ 

(/)  Above,  p.  704.  P"  /„  "^; ,                  „^^   „^^ 

\g)  34  Ch.  b    367.  (0  Above,  pp.  700,  703. 

(A)  See  above,  pp.  9,  10.  {i»)  Above,  pp.  693,  694. 
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variation  is 
pleaded  in 
defence,  the 
relief  may 
vary  accord- 
ing to  the 
facts  proved. 


to  both  parties ;  lie  insists  that  their  minds  were  in 
truth  at  one,  but  their  real  intention  is  not  found  in  the 
writing.  In  the  latter,  his  real  defence  is  that  the 
parties  were  not  in  truth  agreed,  though  at  km  he  is 
estopped  from  saying  so,  and  he  seeks  to  escape  the 
application  of  the  same  rule  of  estoppel  in  equity  also 
Where  a  parol  on  the  plea  of  misrepresentation  or  hardship  (//).  Hence 
it  is  that  where  a  parol  variation  is  pleaded  as  a  defence 
to  specific  performance,  the  nature  of  the  relief  granted 
may  vary  according  to  the  facts  established  by  the 
e^adence,  and  that  it  depends  on  the  particular  circum- 
stances of  each  case  whether  the  defence  will  merely 
defeat  the  plaintiff's  claim,  or  whether  the  Court  will 
order  the  performance  of  the  contract  according  to  the 
variation  so  set  up  (o).  Thus  if  the  alleged  parol  varia- 
tion be  plainly  proved,  so  that  the  Court  is  satisfied  that 
the  agreement  so  varied  was  the  parties'  real  agreement 
entered  into  with  their  true  consent,  it  will  not  only 
reject  the  plaintiff's  claim  but  will  in  the  same  action 
order,  at  the  dcfenddnfs  instance,  the  specific  performance 
of  the  agreement  as  so  varied  (;9).  But  as  a  rule  the 
Court  wdll  not  make  an  order  in  the  same  action  upon 
ihe  plain f iff  ^'^  application  for  specific  performance  with 
the  variation  set  up  against  him,  unless  he  have  by  his 
pleading  or  (it  seems)  at  the  opening  of  the  trial 
abandoned  his  claim  to  enforce  the  agreement  as  con- 
tained in  the  Avriting  alone  and  submitted  to  perform  it 
with  the  modification  alleged.  If  the  plaintiff  maintain 
his  own  original  contention  to  the  end  and  fail  to  establish 
his  claim,  and  the  defendant  do  not  ask  for  specific  per- 
formance with  the  variation,  then  the  Court  will  simply 
dismiss  the  plaintiff's  action,  but  without  prejudice,  in 
general,  to  his  suing  for  such  specific  performance  in 


(«)  See  above,  pp.  693,  094. 
(o)  London  6f  Birmingham  Ry. 
Co.  V.  Winter,  Cr.  &  Ph.  57,  62. 


[p)  Joyncs  V.  Statham,  3  Atk. 
388  ;  Fife  v.  Clayton,  13  Ves. 
546. 
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another  action  (y).  It  seems,  however,  that,  if  the 
defendant  do  not  object,  tlie  Court  may  give  the 
plaintiff  the  option  of  having  his  action  dismissed  or 
accepting  an  order  for  specific  performance  with  the 
variation  claimed  {>•).  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  defen- 
dant do  not  establish  by  the  extrinsic  evidence  admitted 
a  true  agreement  between  the  parties  as  to  some  supple- 
mental term  omitted  by  mistake  from  the  writing,  but 
merely  show  that  //e  was  under  a  mistake  in  making 
the  written  contract,  and  that  the  plaintiff's  conduct 
contributed  to  this  mistake  or  that  it  would  be  a  hard- 
ship on  him  (the  defendant)  to  have  to  perform  the 
written  contract,  the  Court  will  in  general  leave  the 
plaintiff  to  his  remedy  at  law,  but  may,  it  seems,  give 
him  the  option  of  having  his  action  dismissed  or  of 
having  an  order  for  specific  performance  of  the  contract 
as  claimed  to  be  varied  by  the  defendant  («).  And  as 
we  have  seen(/),  where  the  defendant  has  by  mistake 
innocently  made  a  misrepresentation  to  his  own  detri- 
ment in  the  written  contract  and  fails  to  prove  the 
plaintiff's  real  assent  to  a  parol  variation,  the  Court 
may  give  the  plaintiff  the  option  of  rescinding  the 
contract  or  of  completing  it  according  to  the  defendant's 
contention.  If  the  defendant  fail  both  to  establish  his 
claim,  and  to  show  any  misleading  conduct  by  the 
plaintiff  or  any  hardship  in  his  being  obliged  to  per- 
form the  contract,  the  Court  will  order  the  specific 
performance  of  the  written  contract  as  prayed  by  the 
plaintiff  (u). 


[q)  legal  v.  Miller,  2  Ves.  sen.  &  B.  165. 
299  ;   Clowes  v.  Higginson,  1  V.  &  (.v)  See  Higginson  v.  Clowes,  15 

B.  524,  634  ;   Lindsay  v.  Lynch,  2  Ves.    516  ;     Gordon   v.    Hertford, 

Sch.  &  Lef.  1  ;  Smith  v.  Wheat-  2   Madd.    106  ;    Fry,    Sp.    Perf. 

croft,  9  Ch.   D.    223  ;  Marshall  v.  §^^  773  sq.  ;  above,  pp.  693,  694. 
Berridge,\^Gh..'D.   22,i;  Preston  ,,,    .,  ^oo        :,        ,  x 

V.  Luck,  27  Ch.  D.  497.  ^'^  ^^''^^'  P-  ^^^'  ^^<^  °-  (y)' 

(»•)  See  Clarke  \.  Grant,  14  Ves.  (,<)  Above,   pp.   692,  693,  and 

619;  Mamsbottom  v.  Gosdon,  1  V.  notes  (o)  {p). 
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To  obtain 
rectification, 
there  must  te 
a  common 
mistake. 


Cases  wliere 
rectification 
•with  the 
alternative, 
at  the  defen- 
dant's option, 
of  rescission, 
has  been 
ordered  on 
the  ground 
of  unilateral 
mistake. 
Garrard  v. 
Frankel. 


It  follows  from  the  principles  explained  above  (.r) 
that,  in  order  to  obtain  the  rectification  of  a  wiitten 
instrument,  a  mistake  common  to  all  parties  thereto 
must  be  proved.  As  we  have  seen  [y) ,  there  must  be 
an  antecedent  contract;  this  necessarily  involves  the 
true  consent  of  all  (~)  ;  and  there  must  be  a  common 
intention  of  embodying  that  contract  in  or  carrying  it 
out  by  some  writing  {a).  It  follows  that  it  is  in  general 
a  good  defence  to  a  claim  for  rectification  to  prove  that 
the  written  instrument  carries  out  the  real  intention  of 
the  defendant  and  the  intention  manifested  (b)  by  the 
plaintiff ;  in  other  words,  that  unilateral  mistake,  the 
error  of  the  plaintiff  alone,  is  not  sufl&cient  ground  for 
rectification  (e) .  There  are  certain  cases,  however,  in 
which  an  exception  to  this  rule  has  been  admitted. 
Thus  in  Garrard  v.  Fran1iel{d),  the  parties  signed  a 
memorandum  endorsed  upon  a  draft  lease  and  express- 
ing that  the  plaintiff  would  let,  and  the  defendant  would 
take,  the  premises  within  described  at  the  rent  of  230/., 
and  upon  the  terms  of  the  within  lease.  It  appears 
that  at  that  time  the  amount  of  the  rent  was  left  in 
blank  in  the  draft  lease.  Afterwards  the  plaintiff  filled 
up  the  blank,  inserting  the  figures  130/.  by  mistake ; 
and  the  lease  was  thus  engrossed  and  executed,  without 


{x)  Pp.  700  sq. 

(y)  Above,  i^p.  700,  703. 

{z)  Above,  p.  667. 

(«)  Here  it  may  be  noted  that, 
if  several  persons  agree  generally 
upon  some  act  in  the  law  to  be 
embodied  in  a  written  instrument 
and  one  of  them  undertake  to 
prepare  the  instrument  on  behalf 
of  all,  it  is  his  duty  to  prepare 
what  is  in  all  respects  a  proper 
instrument,  and  if  the  instrument 
prepared  fall  short  of  this,  but 
be  executed  by  the  others  in  the 
belief  that  it  was  an  instrument 
proper  to  effect  their  intention, 
it  may  be  rectified  at  their  suit ; 


Corley  v.  Staforcl,  1  De  G.  &  J. 
228  ;  Clark  v.  Girdivood,  7  Ch.  D. 
9  ;  Lovestj  v.  Smith,  15  Ch.  D. 
655  ;  cf .  Tucker  v.  Bennett,  38 
Ch.  D.  1. 

[b)  Above,  p.  668. 

\c)  Exeter  v.  Exeter,  3  My.  & 
Cr.  321  ;  Walsh  v.  Trcvannion,  16 
Sim.  178  ;  Rooke  v.  Kensington,  2 
K.  &  J.  753,  763,  764  ;  Fowler  v. 
Folder,  4  De  G.  &  J.  250,  264, 
265,  273  ;  Sells  v.  Sells,  1  Dr.  & 
Sm.  42  ;  Thompson  v.  Whitmore, 
1  J.  &  H.  268  ;  Bradford  v. 
Momneij,  30  Beav.  431,  438  ;  May 
V.  Tlatt,  1900,  1  Ch.  616. 

[d)  30  Beav.  445. 
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tlie  plaintiff's  observing  his  error.     On  discovering  the 
mistake    he   sued    for    rectification.      The    defendant 
strenuously  contended  that  the  rent  of   130/.  was  the 
rent  really  agreed  upon.       Romilly,  M.  E,.,  however, 
entirely  declined  to  credit  the  defendant's  evidence  on 
this  point ;  he  found  in  effect  that  at  the  time  of  sign- 
ing the  memorandum  both  parties  really  intended  the 
rent  to  be  230/.,  and  that  the  defendant  was  aware  of 
the  discrepancy  between  the  lease  and  the  agreement. 
But  he  treated  the   memorandum  as   if   it  had   been 
signed  after  the  figures  130/.  had  been  inserted  in  the 
draft,  and  held  that  the  case  was  one  where  the  docu- 
ment which  constitutes  the  whole  agreement  contains  in 
itself  contradictory  statements  as  to  the  amount  of  rent. 
And  he  further  considered  that  the  defendant  executed 
the  lease,  not  fraudulently,  but  in  the  innocent  belief 
that  the  plaintiff  was  gratuitously  granting  her  {r)  a 
lease  at  about  half  the  rent  which  he  had  asked !     In 
this  state  of  affairs  the  learned  judge  cut  the  knot  by 
deciding  that  he  could  neither  permit  the  defendant 
to  derive  any  advantage  from  the  mistake,  nor  oblige 
her  to  accept   a  lease  different   from  that  which  she 
supposed  she  was  executing.     He  therefore  gave  her 
the  option  of  accepting  the  lease  with  the  rectification 
claimed  or  having  it  set  aside  altogether.     In  Ham's  Han-is  v. 
V.  Pej)perell  {/),  a  memorandum  was  signed   for   the     *^^^'^ 
sale  of  "  two  houses  in  Teddington."     The  pm'chaser's 
solicitor  inquired  what  property  was  comprised  in  the 
sale,  and  sent  a  plan  showing  what  he  supposed  the 
defendant  was  buying.     In  reply,  the  vendor's  solicitor 
sent  a  correct  plan  of  what  the  vendor  intended   to 
convey :  but  the  defendant's  solicitor  had  the  convey- 
ance engrossed   referring  to   a   different  plan,  which 
comprised  more,  and  sent  the  deed  for  execution  with- 
out  calling   attention   to   the   fact   that    he    had   not 

(e)  The  cTefendant  was  a  lady.  (/)  L.  R.  5  Eq.  1. 
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Bhomer  v. 
Spittle. 


Paget  v. 
Marshall. 


accepted  the  plaintiff's  contention  as  to  the  parcels ; 
and  the  vendor  executed  the  conveyance  without  dis- 
covering the  discrepancy.  He  afterwards  sued  for 
rectification  of  the  conveyance.  The  defendant  pleaded 
that  Jus  intention  was  carried  out  by  the  conveyance, 
and  that  the  mistake  of  the  plaintiff  alone  was  no 
ground  for  rectification.  Romilly,  M.  E,.,  said  that,  as 
the  Coui't  will  not  enforce  sj)eeific  performance  of  a 
contract  wliich  one  party  has  made  under  a  mis- 
take (r/),  so  the  Court  may  interfere  where  rectification 
is  claimed  on  the  ground  of  unilateral  mistake,  if  the 
parties  can  he  placed  in  statu  quo ;  and  on  this  ground 
he  gave  the  defendant  the  option  of  accepting  the 
rectification  claimed  or  of  annulling  the  contract.  At 
the  same  time,  he  intimated  pretty  clearly  that  he 
thought  that  the  defendant  had  behaved  dishonestly. 
In  Bloonu')'  v.  Spittle  (Ji),  the  parties  entered  into  an 
agreement  in  writing  for  sale  of  certain  land,  not 
excepting  the  mines  thereunder,  but  the  mines  were 
excepted  from  the  conveyance.  Four  years  afterwards 
the  pm'chaser  sued  for  rectification  on  the  ground  of 
common  mistake.  The  vendor  by  his  answer  denied 
the  mistake,  and  alleged  that  the  conveyance  carried 
out  the  parties'  real  agreement.  The  vendor  died 
before  he  could  be  cross-examined.  Romilly,  M.  R., 
expressed  the  opinion  that  there  had  been  a  common 
mistake,  and  that  the  defence  was  not  honest :  but  on 
account  of  the  lapse  of  time  since  the  execution  of  the 
conveyance,  he  gave  the  defendant's  representatives 
the  option  of  accepting  the  rectification  claimed  or  of 
having  the  transaction  set  aside.  In  Paget  v.  MarshaU  (/) , 
the  plaintiff  WTote  to  the  defendant  offering  him  the  first 
and  other  upper  floors  of  three  houses,  which  offer  the 


[g)  It  is  submitted  that  this 
Btatement  is  far  too  wide,  and  iu 
the  face  of  the  decision  in  Tawj}Iin 
V.  James,  15  Ch,  D.  215,  cannot 


now    be     upheld  ;     see    above, 
pp.  692,  693,  andn.  {p). 

(/;)  L.  R.  13  Eq.  427. 

{{)  28  Ch.  D.  255. 
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defendant  accepted  in  writing  ;  and  a  lease  was  executed 
accordingly.  Afterwards  the  lessor  sued  for  rectifica- 
tion on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  intended  that  the 
first  floors  should  be  comprised  in  the  lease.  Upon  the 
evidence  given,  Bacon,  V.-C,  expressed  a  strong  in- 
clination to  the  opinion  that  the  defendant  had  clear 
notice  from  the  negotiations  which  led  up  to  the  plain- 
tiff's letter  that  he  had  no  intention  of  letting  the  first 
floors.  But  the  learned  judge  hesitated  to  pronounce 
that  the  defendant's  conduct  was  actually  fraudulent, 
and  so  he  followed  Lord  Romilly's  decisions,  declaring 
that  because  of  the  plaintiff's  mistake,  the  defendant 
should  be  put  to  the  election  of  accepting  the  rectifica- 
tion claimed  or  having  the  lease  set  aside  (/.•). 

These  cases  have  met  with  adverse  criticism.    Thus  Criticism  of 
the  learned  editors  of  Dart  on  Vendors  and  Purchasers  meution^ed 
remarked  (/)  :  "  It  is  difficult  to  understand  the  ground  cases. 
of  these  decisions.     Either  there  has  been  originally  a 
contract,  in  which  case  the  Court  cannot  make  a  new 
one,  or   there    has    been    no    contract,  in  which    case 
neither    at    law  nor    in    equity  is    there    anything   to 
enforce."     And  in  May  v.  Piatt  {m),  Farwell,  J".,  ex- 
pressed his  concurrence  in  this  comment,  and  delivered 
the  fui'ther  opinion  that  in  the  cases  so  criticised,  the 
judges  who  decided  them  shrank  from  stigmatising  the 
defendants'  conduct  as  fraud,  but  treated  it  as  equiva- 
lent to  fraud,  and  that,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  they 
would  have  had  no  jurisdiction  to  grant  the  relief  they 
did.      In  May  v.  Piatt  [n),  the  defendant  apparently  May  y.  Piatt. 
agreed  in  writing  to  sell  to  the  plaintiff  certain  lease- 
hold land  including  by  the  defendant's  mistake  a  plot 


{k)  It  is  very  significant  that  This  criticism  does  not  occur  in 

in  this  case  the  defendant  accepted  the  5th  ed.,  vol.  ii.  744. 

the  rectification.  (w)   1900,  1  Ch.  616,  618,  623. 

{!)  2  Dart,  V.  &  P.  839,  6th  ed.  [n)  1900,  1  Ch.  616. 

w. — n.  4 
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wMcli  he  had  abeady  parted  with.  A  conveyance  was 
executed  in  accordance  with  this  agreement,  the  de- 
fendant assigning  all  the  land  described  therein,  in- 
cluding this  plot,  and  entering  into  the  statutory 
covenants  for  title.  On  discovery  of  the  defendant's 
want  of  title,  the  plaintiff  sued  him  for  breach  of  these 
covenants.  The  defendant  alleged  common  mistake 
and  alternatively  unilateral  mistake  and  counter-claimed 
for  rectification  of  the  conveyance.  His  case  was  that 
the  plaintiff  had  notice  that  he  did  not  intend  to  sell 
the  plot  parted  with.  Farwell,  J.,  gave  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff  both  in  his  action  and  upon  the  counter- 
claim ;  he  held  that  unilateral  mistake  was  not  sufficient 
to  support  a  claim  for  rectification  ;  and  he  rejected  the 
evidence  that  the  plaintiff  had  notice  of  the  intention 
not  to  sell  the  plot  upon  the  ground  that  the  defendant's 
counter-claim  for  rectification  of  a  written  instrument 
canying  out  an  antecedent  contract  in  writing  was 
equivalent  to  a  claim  made  by  a  plaintiff  for  specific 
performance  of  that  written  contract  with  a  parol 
variation,  and  that  it  was  established  by  authority  that 
such  a  claim  could  not  prevail.  As  we  have  before 
pointed  out  (o) ,  neither  the  criticism  of  Sir  Edward  Fry 
upon  the  rule  so  laid  down,  nor  the  case  of  Olley  v. 
Fkhvr  {])),  was  cited.  And  it  is  submitted  that  in  this 
respect  Mr.  Justice  Farwell's  decision  was  wrong ; 
though  he  was  right  to  refuse  rectification  for  unilateral 
mistake  {q). 


Analysis  of 
the  circum- 
stances in 
which  rectifi- 
cation may 
be  claimed. 


Thus  the  decisions  are  conflicting,  and  the  law  is  in 
a  most  unsatisfactory  condition.  And  it  does  not  appear 
that  the  dilemma  put  by  the  editors  of  Dart  and 
crowned  with  Mr.  Justice  Farwell's  approval,  that  there 
must  either  be  an  antecedent  contract  or  not,  is  sufl&cient 


(o)  Above,  p.  707. 


{q)  Above,  p.  707. 


{p)  34  Ch.  D.  367. 
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to  remove  all  difficulties.  It  seems  that  the  evidence 
offered  in  support  of  a  claim  for  rectification  of  a 
written  instrument  may  disclose  the  existence  of  any- 
one of  the  following-  states  of  things  : — (1)  An  ante-  Common 
cedent  contract  founded  on  the  parties'  real  assent  and 
at  variance  with  the  terms  of  the  written  instrument. 
In  this  case  it  is  plain  that  the  plaintiff  has  established 
his  title  to  relief.     (2)  An  antecedent  contract,  which  Plaintiff 

1    •      -no       n  1  11  •        1  1  mistaken,  but 

the  plaintiff  alleges  that  he  made  by  mistake,  but  estopped  at 
which  bound  him  by  estoppel  at  law  (r),  followed  by 
an  instrument  containing  or  carrying  out  such  contract, 
the  defendant  contending  that  both  the  contract  and 
the  subsequent  writing  expressed  his  true  intention. 
This  was  what  occurred  in  the  cases  of  Paget  v.  Mar- 
shall {s)  and  May  v.  Piatt  {t).  Now  the  whole  burthen 
of  proof  is  on  the  plaintiff  claiming  rectification  («), 
and  if  in  such  cii'cumstances  he  fail  to  prove  that  the 
contract  and  subsequent  wi'iting  did  not  express  the 
defendant's  true  intention,  it  is  submitted  that  his 
claim  for  rectification  ought  to  be  rejected.  He  him- 
self manifested  an  intention  in  accordance  with  that 
expressed  and  carried  out.  What  equity  then  has  he 
to  be  relieved  against  the  writing  binding  him  at  law, 
if  he  cannot  show  that  the  defendant  was  equally  in 
error?  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  plaintiff  can  by 
extrinsic  evidence  prove  a  mistake  common  to  both 
parties  and  occurring  in  the  contract  as  well  as  the 
subsequent  writing,  it  is  questionable  whether  this 
evidence  ought  to  be  rejected.  On  principle,  the  better 
opinion  seems  to  be  that  there  is  no  objection  to  com- 
bining a  claim  for  rectification  of  a  written  agreement 
with  a  claim  for  its  specific  performance  (.r) .     But  on 


(r)  See  above,  p.  668.  {u)  Above,  pp.  701,  702, 

(s    28  Ch.  D.  255. 

(0  1900,  1  Ch.  616.  W  Above,  pp.  703—707 

4(2) 
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Defendant 
mistaken  but 
estopped  at 
law,  and 
Bubsequent 
correction  of 
the  error. 


wliat  ground  can  such  an  order  as  was  made  in  Paget  v. 
3Iar>ihall  (//)  be  supported  P  If  the  Court  gave  any 
credence  to  the  defendant's  story,  why  should  he  have 
been  put  to  tlie  alternative  of  rectification  or  rescission  ? 
As  to  rectification,  the  plaintiff  had  not  discharged  the 
burthen  of  proof ;  and  as  to  rescission,  if  the  contract 
had  not  been  completed,  the  plaintiff's  mistake  would 
have  been  no  ground  in  equity  for  his  obtaining  the 
rescission  of  the  contract  {z),  although  it  might  have 
availed  him,  coupled  with  the  plea  of  hardship,  as  a 
defence  to  specific  performance  {n).  If  on  the  other 
hand  the  Court  believed  in  the  truth  of  the  plaintiff's 
allegations,  why  should  he  have  had  to  submit  to  the 
chance  of  the  defendant's  electing  for  rescission  ?  If 
there  were  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  the 
election  should,  it  is  submitted,  have  been  offered  to 
the  plaintiff  either  to  treat  the  contract  as  void  or  to 
hold  the  defendant  to  its  performance  with  rectifica- 
tion ih).  The  truth  is  that  in  Paget  v.  Marshall  {c),  as 
in  the  cases  which  the  judge  there  professed  to  follow  (c/), 
the  Court  attempted  to  give  an  equitable  judgment  on 
the  hypothesis  that  both  stories  were  true,  the  plaintiff's 
allegation  of  fraud  equally  with  the  defendant's  asser- 
tion of  innocence.  (3)  There  may  be  disclosed  an 
antecedent  contract,  into  which  the  defendant  alleges 
that  he  entered  by  mistake,  but  which  would  estop 
him  from  proving  the  mistake  at  law  (f),  followed  by 
a  written  instrument  embodying  or  carrying  out  what 
the  defendant  alleges  to  have  been  his  real  intention 
and  the  parties'  true  agreement.  This  is  the  case  of 
Bloomer  v.  Spittle  (f).  Here  again  it  seems  that  the 
whole  burthen  of  proof  is  on  the  plaintiff ;  it  does  not 


(y)  28  Ch.  D.  2-5o. 
(z)  Above,  p.  691. 

(a)  Above,  p.  693. 

(b)  See  above,  p.  690 ;  below, 
p.  718. 


(c)  28  Ch.  D.  255. 

(d)  Above,  pp.  710—712. 
{e)  Above,  pp.  668,  698. 

(/)  L.  R.  13  Eq.  427;  above, 
p.  712. 
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appear  to  he  really  shifted  by  his  production  of  the 
antecedent  contract ;  he  is  still  hound  to  show  that 
the  subsequent  instrument  is  not  in  accordance  with 
the  real  intention  of  all  parties ;  and  if  the  defendant 
give  evidence  in  reply  showing  prima  facie  that  the 
parties  abandoned  the  intention  expressed  in  the  ante- 
cedent contract  as  not  being  their  real  intention  and 
determined  to  execute  the  subsequent  instnmiont  ac- 
cording to  the  terms  therein  contained,  or  even  showing 
merely  that  the  defendant  entered  into  the  antecedent 
contract  by  mistake  and  that  the  subsequent  instrument 
expressed  his  own  true  intention  and  the  plaintiff's 
manifested  intention,  then,  it  is  submitted,  the  omis 
lies  on  the  plaintiff  of  disproving  this  and  showing  that 
the  true  intention  of  all  was  that  the  subsequent  instru- 
ment should  accord  with  the  antecedent  contract  {g). 
If  he  fail  in  this,  he  has  not  made  good  his  claim  to 
rectification ;  if  he  succeed,  he  has ;  and  if  the  defence 
were  dishonest,  he  ought  to  succeed.  There  seems  to 
be  no  place  for  the  alternative  relief  granted  in  BIooDicr 
V.  Spitt/o  {/i),  except  on  the  supposition  that  the  plaintiff's 
claim  was  both  adequately  supported  and  insufficiently 
proved,  and  the  defence  at  once  dishonest  and  respect- 
able. (4)  There  may  be  disclosed  an  apparent  ante-  No  antecedent 
cedent  contract  with  regard  to  which  there  was  no  real  contract  at  all. 
assent  of  the  parties  and  no  estoppel  from  putting  this 
in  evidence.  Such,  it  is  submitted,  were  the  cases  of 
Garrard  v.  Frankel{i),  as  treated  by  Lord  Eomilly,  and 
Harris  v.  Pcpperell  {];).  If,  as  held  by  Lord  Eomilly, 
the  memorandum  of  the  antecedent  agreement  proved 
in  Garrard  v.  Frankcl  were  such  that  its  statements  as 
to  the  amount  of  the  proposed  rent  were  contradictory  on 
the  face  of   it  (/),  then   the  agreement  w^as  void   for 


(g)  See  above,  pp.  701—703.  (A)   L.   R.    o   Eq.    1  ;     above. 

(A)  L.  R.  13  Eq.  427.  p.  711. 

(i)  30Beav.  445;  above, p.  710.  (/)  Above,  p.  711. 
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uncertainty ;  and  in  that  case,  if  it  were  shown,  as  the 
Court  fonnd,  that  the  lease  executed  carried  out  the 
defendant's  intention  and  what  she  really  and  in  good 
faith  believed  to  be  the  plaintiff's  intention,  the  plaintiff 
had  failed  to  prove  an  antecedent  agreement  at  variance 
with  the  terms  of  the  lease,  and  his  claim  for  rectifica- 
tion should   have   been   rejected.     Whilst   if    it   were 
established  that  the  defendant,  knowing  of  the  plaintiff's 
mistake  as  to  the  rent  named  in  the  lease,  was  minded 
wrongfully  to  take  advantage  of  it,  the  option  of  recti- 
fication or  rescission  should  have  been  given  to  him  and 
not  to  her.     In  Harris  v.  FeppereJl^  it  appears  that  the 
antecedent  agreement  in  writing  to  buy  "  two  houses  at 
Tottenham "    was   either  void    for  uncertainty  {in)   or 
contained  such  a  latent  ambiguity  as  allowed  of  the 
admission  of  parol  evidence  to  explain  the  parties'  real 
intention  (;?).     In  the  latter  case,  if  the  parties'  minds 
were  not  at  one  as  to  the  property  sold,  the  contract  was 
equally  void  (o).     Consequently,  the  plaintiff  could  not 
substantiate  his  claim  for  rectification  without  disproving 
the  truth  of  the  defendant's  assertion  that  the  convey- 
ance was  in  accordance  with  his  intention.    If  the  judge 
believed  the  defendant,  he  ought  to  have  given  judg- 
ment in  his  favour.    If  he  considered  that  the  defendant 
was   wrongfully   seeking    to    take    advantage   of    the 
plaintiff's  mistake,  the  option  of  rectification  or  rescis- 
Fraud.  sion  should  have  been  the  plaintiff's.     (5)   It  may  be 

shown  that  the  defendant  knew  of  the  plaintiff's  mistake, 
and  yet  accepted  his  offer  according  to  the  literal  terms 
thereof,  well  knowing  that  the  plaintiff  would  believe 
him  to  be  accepting  the  offer  which  the  plaintiff  sup- 
posed that  he  had  made  and  not  that  which  he  had 
made.  Such  a  state  of  mind  would  certainly  be  frau- 
dulent ;    the  defendant    would   have   been  wrongfully 


(w)  Above,  pp.  o,  and  n.  (<),     («)  Above,  pp.  677,  699,  n.  (s). 
711.  (o)   Above,  p.  677. 
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attempting  to  take  advantage  of  the  other's  mistake. 
The  cases  above  mentioned  (;;),  especially  Garrard  v. 
Frankel  (q)  and  Paget  v.  Marshall  (;•),  may  all  serve  for 
examples  of  this  state  of  things,  if  we  assume  that  the 
fraudulent  intention  so  strongly  suspected  by  the  Court 
did  in  truth  exist.  If,  however,  the  defendant's  fraud 
be  proved,  it  is  submitted  that  the  plaintiff  has  estab- 
Kshed  his  claim  for  rectification.  The  defendant's 
fraudulent  acceptance  of  his  offer  left  two  courses 
open  to  him.  He  might  treat  the  contract  as 
void  for  want  of  the  parties'  true  consent  ;  or  he 
might  hold  the  defendant  to  his  acceptance  of  the 
offer  according  to  the  terms  which  he  (the  plaintiff) 
really  intended  to  put,  and  which  the  defendant  knew 
that  he  believed  to  be  accepted  {t).  And  by  suing 
for  rectification  the  plaintiff  has  elected  to  affii'm  the 
contract. 


The  right  to  obtain  rectification  of  a  written  instru-  Rectification 
ment  is  a  mere  equity  [u)  and  not  an  equitable  interest  (.<■) .  a^^g  cannot 
It  is  like  the  right  to  set  aside  a  conveyance  induced  by  be  had  against 
fraud  (//) .     If  therefore  the  legal  or  equitable  estate  or  for  value 
interest  in  any  property  be   assured  to  any  one  by  a  ^^^|  ^* 
conveyance  liable  to  be  rectified  on  account  of  a  common 
mistake,  the  right  to  rectification  cannot  be  asserted  as 
against  a  purchaser  taking  from  or  through  some  party 
to  the  unrectified  conveyance  for  value,  in  good  faith 
and  without  notice  of  the  mistake  (s).     But  as  in  the 
case  of  fraud  (rt'),  this  doctrine   applies  only  to   pur- 
chasers claiming  under  conveyances  and  does  not,  as  a 


(j9)  Above,  pp.  710—713.  Cave,  15  Ch.  D.  639,  647. 

(?)  30  Beav.  4-15.  (y)  Above,  p.  674. 

(r)  28  Ch.  D.  255.  (;)   Thomas  v.  Davis,  Dick.  301, 

(0  Above,  pp.  690,  691.  304;  Blaclcie  v.    Clark,  15  Beav. 

(m)  Above,  pp.  699  sq.  595;   Garrard  y.  Frankel,  30  Beav. 

\x)  See  PhilUps  v.   Phillips,  4       **^- 

De  G.  r.  &  J.  208,  218  ;  Cave  v.           (a)  Above,  p.  675. 
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nile,  extend  to  assignees  of  the  benefit  of  a  contract ; 
although  a  contract  for  tlic  sale  of  land,  which  has  been 
executed  by  payment  of  the  whole  purchase  money 
appears  to  stand,  as  regards  the  passing  of  the  equitable 
estate  in  the  laud  sold,  upon  the  footing  of  a  con- 
veyance. 


On  sale  of 
laud,  roctifi- 
cutioii  may 
be  obtained 
either  before 
or  after 
conveyance. 


As  we  have  seen  [b),  upon  the  sale  of  land,  rectifica- 
tion may  be  obtained  of  an  error  common  to  both  parties 
either  in  the  written  contract  prior  to  completion  or  in 
the  conveyance.  And  it  is  no  bar  to  an  action  for 
rectification  on  this  ground  of  a  conveyance  on  sale  that 
the  contract  has  been  completed  (c).  The  case  has  no 
resemblance  to  that  of  a  contract  induced  by  an  innocent 
misrepresentation  but  completed  by  actual  conveyance 
according  to  the  representation  made  (d) .  Thus,  where 
by  mutual  mistake  parcels  have  been  omitted  from  the 
conveyance  (<'),  or  an  easement  intended  to  be  granted 
has  been  incorrectly  defined  (./),  or  an  exception  or  a 
reservation  has  been  left  out  {g) ,  or  proper  words  of 
limitation  have  not  been  used  (//) ,  or  the  expressions 
importing  the  statutory  covenants  for  title  have  not 
been  put  in  or  have  not  been  restricted  as  they  ought 
to  have  been  (/),  or  any  covenant  not  intended  to  be 
made  has  been  inserted  {k),  the  conveyance  may  be 
rectified ;  except  to  the  prejudice  of  a  purchaser  for 
value  claiming  thereunder  in  good  faith  and  without 
notice  of  the  error  (/) .    If  in  any  of  these  cases  the  legal 


(J)  Above,  pp.  568,  574,  588, 
703,  704. 

((•)  See  Beaumont  v.  Bramleij, 
T.  &  E..  41,  52;  and  cases  cited 
above,  pp.  568,  n.  (A),  704,  nn. 
(w)  (o),  and  in  notes  (e)  (/)  [(/)  [h), 
below. 

{d)  Above,  pp.  540,  576—578, 
642. 

{e)  White  V.  V'hite,  L.  R.  15 
Eq.  247. 

(/)  CoivenY.  TnieJitt,Ld.,  1899, 
2  Ch.  309. 


{g)  Exeter  v.  Exetm',  3  My.  & 
Cr.  321  :  Mortimer  v.  Sfiortall,  2 
Dru.  &  War.  363;  above,  pp.  564, 
565. 

(/()  Be  Bird's  Trusts,  3  Ch.  D, 
214  ;  Be  Ethel  and  Mitehells  and 
Butlers'  Contract,  1901,  1  Ch.  945, 
948  ;  above,  p.  574. 

(i)  See  above,  pp.  568,  588. 

(A)  Bob  V.  Butteru-ick,  2  Price, 
190. 

(/)  Above,  p.  719. 
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estate  in  auy  hereditaments  failed,  by  reason  of  the 
error,  to  he  assured  as  agreed,  and  an  order  of  the 
Court  for  rectification  of  the  conveyance  be  obtained, 
there  is  no  need  of  any  further  express  assurance  of 
such  legal  estate  ;  for  it  will  pass  by  the  effect  of  the 
order  in  the  manner  in  which  it  is  limited  by  the  con- 
veyance as  so  rectified  {»i). 

{m)    White  v.    White,   L.   E.    15  Eq.    247;   Hanley  v.   Fearson,   13 
Ch.  D.  545, 
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CHAPTER  XIV. 


OF  FRAUD,  MISREPRESENTATION,  DURESS  AND 


UNDUE  INFLUENCE. 


§  1.  Of  Fraud  and  Misrepresentation. 
§  2.  Of  Duress  and  Undue  Influence. 


Contract 
voidable  for 
fraud  or 
misrepresen- 
tation. 


Represen- 
tation. 


The  repi-esen- 
tatiou  must 
have  induced 
the  contract. 


§  1. — Of  Fraud  and  Misrepresentation. 

Like  otlier  contracts,  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land 
may  be  avoided  by  either  party,  if  he  were  induced  to 
enter  into  it  by  fraud  or  misrepresentation,  that  is  to 
say,  by  a  false  representation  made  to  him  by  the  other 
party,  either  fraudulently  or  innocently.  A  representa- 
tion is  a  statement  made  by  one  party  to  a  proposed 
contract  to  the  other,  before  or  at  the  time  of  entering 
into  the  contract,  with  regard  to  some  fact  relating 
thereto  {a) .  But  in  order  that  a  false  representation 
may  give  rise  to  a  right  to  avoid  a  contract,  it  must 
have  induced  the  party,  to  whom  it  was  addressed,  to 
enter  into  the  contract ;  that  is  to  say,  that  he  would 
not  have  given  his  assent  to  the  contract  at  all,  but  for 
his  belief  that  the  statement  was  true  [h).  A  statement 
of  this  kind  may  be  made  either  outside  the  contract  or 
within  it  (r).  Thus  the  vendor  of  a  house  may  state 
orally  to  a  purchaser  about  to  sign  a  contract  to  buy  it 


(«)  Behn  v.  Burness,  3  B.  &  S. 
751,  753. 

(i)  See  Flight  v.  Booth,  1  Bing. 
N.  C.  370,  377  ;  Attivoodx.  Small, 
6  CI.   &  Fin.  232,  444  :  Smith  v. 


Kay,  7  H.  L.  C.  750,  775,  776  ; 
Smith  V.  Land  and  House  Propcrti/ 
Corp.,  28  Ch.  D.  7. 

(c)  Bchn  V.  Burness,  3  B.   &  S. 
751,  753,  754. 
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that  the  drains  are  in  good  order  or  the  cellars  dry  (d), 
or  he  may  make  the  same  statement  in  the  particulars 
of  sale ;  and  in  either  case  the  representation  may 
induce  the  purchaser's  consent  to  the  sale  (e).  The 
present  law  as  to  the  effect  of  misrepresentation,  frau- 
dulent or  innocent,  in  giving  to  the  party  misled  the 
right  to  avoid  the  contract  is  a  compound  of  the  prin- 
ciples of  common  law  and  equity.  It  seems  necessary, 
therefore,  in  order  to  arrive  at  a  right  understanding  of 
the  subject,  to  explain  how  false  representations  inducing 
a  contract  were  treated  in  courts  of  common  law  and 
equity  before  their  j  urisdictions  were  united  in  the  High 
Court  of  Justice. 

At  common  law,  if  an  untrue  representation  inducing  Fraudulent 

,        ,  10         T    1      ii       Ai     i  •     i  'ii         representation 

a  contract  were  made  fraudulently,  that  is  to  say,  either  at  common 
with  the  knowledge  that  it  was  untrue  or  in  reckless  ^^'^• 
ignorance  whether  it  was  true  or  false  (_/'),  the  party  so 
misled  might  at  his  election  adopt  one  of  two  alternative 
courses.  He  might,  where  the  parties  could  be  restored 
to  their  former  position,  avoid  the  contract,  not  only 
pending  its  completion,  but  also  after  it  had  been  com- 
pletely performed  (g),  and  sue  for  the  recovery  of  any 
money  paid  or  property  conveyed  thereunder,  he  on  his 
part  surrendering  any  benefit  received  thereby  ;  or  he 
might  affirm  the  contract  and  bring  an  action  of  deceit 
to  recover  any  damages  caused  by  the  fraudulent  mis- 
statement (/?) .     And  the  common  law  allowed  the  like  Innocent  mis- 

.    ,  .       p  •  T  11  i        J.     J.1  1  J.   ii  representation 

right  ot  avoiding  the  contract,   though  not  the  same  and  even 

action  of  deceit,  if  a  party  to  some  contract  of  the  class  non-disclosure 


{d)  Above,  p.  686.  Cas.  337. 

[e)  See  the  cases  cited  at  the  (^)  See  above,  pp.  577,  578. 

end  of  note  («),  p.   699,  above,  as  (A)     Deposit   and   General    Life 

to  the  admissibility  of  oral  evi-  Assurance  Co.  v.  Ai/scout/h,  6  E.  & 

dence  in  proof  of  a  representation  B.  761  ;   Oakes  v.  Turquand,  L.  R. 

which  has  induced  a  written  con-  2   H.    L.   32o  ;    Clough  v.  Loudon 

tract.  ^-  Xorlh  JVtstern  lii/.  Co.,  L.  R.  7 

(/)  Behii  V.  Burness,  3  B.  &  S.  Ex.  26 ;  Benjamin  on  Sale,  336, 

751,  753  ;  Derry  v.  Peek,  14  App.  342,  359,  2nd  ed. 
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misrlit  avoid     described  as  uberrima'  fidcl  (principally  contracts  of  in- 
Kk'irimcvjidei.  surance)  were  induced  to  enter  into  it  by  a  false  repre- 
sentation made  innocently  or  even  by  the  non-disclosure 
Effect  of    _       of  some  material  fact(/).     But  apart  from  fraud  and 

innocent  mis-  ,      •         n  p  i        /  ?         •  /?  7   • 

representation  except    in    tlie    case    01    Contracts    uoeynmw   jidci,    a 
at  comnion       representation,  at   common    law,  could   only  affect   a 
case  of  other     contract  if  it  amounted  to  a  warranty  ot  promise  of  the 
contracts.         truth  of  the  fact  stated  and  so  formed  a  part  of  the 
whole  agreement  entered  into  (/.•)  :  otherwise  it  had  no 
effect  at  all  (/).     If  it  did  form  part  of  the  contract,  it 
might  either  be  an  essential  term  thereof,  going  to  the 
whole  substance  of  the  contract — that  is  to  say,  it  might 
be  a  stipulation,  on  the  performance  of  which  the  per- 
formance of  the  rest  of  the  contract  was  conditional ;  or 
it  might  be  a  term  independent  of  the  parties'  main 
agreement — that  is  to  say,  a  stipulation,  on  the  perform- 
ance of  which  the  performance  of  the  rest  of  the  contract 
was  not  dependent.     In  other  words,  the  representation 
might  be  either  a  condition  or  a  pure  warranty  {>»)  ;  and 
this  question  was  determined  by  the  parties'  intention 
to  be  gathered  from  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case  (»). 
In  the  former  case  the  untruth  of  the  representation 
amounted  to  such  a  breach  of  contract  by  the  party, 
who  made  the  statement,  as  discharged  the  other  from 
the  performance  of  his  part  of  the  agreement  (n) .     In 
the  latter  case,  the  party  misled  was  not  justified  in 
repudiating  the  contract  if  the  statement  proved  untrue ; 
he  was  obliged  to  perform  the  main  agreement :  but 
he  was  entitled  to  damages  for  the  breach  of  warranty 


(i)   Carter   v.    Bochm,    3    Burr.  (/)    ILopkins   v.    Tanqneray,    15 

l90b;Morrisonv.  UnirersoIJIarine  C.   B.    130;  Ecnnedy  y.  Patiama, 

Insurance  Co.,  L.  R.  8  Ex.  197  ;  #<-.  Mail.  Co.,  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  580. 

lonides  v.  Pender,  L.   R.  9  Q.  B.  (m)  Above,  p.  680. 

531;    London   Assurance    Co.    v.  \n)  Flight  \.  Booth,  I'Bing.TS. 

Mansel,  11  Ch.  D.   363;  Pivaz  v.  C.   581  ;  Bannerman  v.  White,  10 

Gerussi,  6  Q.  B.  D.  222  ;  above,  C.  B.  N.  S.  844  ;  Behnv.  Burness, 

p.  684.  3  B.  &  S.  751 ;  and  see  Be  Las- 

{Jc)  Behn  v.  Burness,  3  B.  &  S.  salle  v.  Guildford,  1901.  2   K.   B. 

751,  753.  215. 
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committed  (o) .  And  even  in  the  former  case,  moreover, 
if  the  contract  had  been  executed  in  favoui*  of  the  partj 
misled,  so  that  he  had  received  the  consideration  for  his 
promise,  he  could  not  then  refuse  entirely  to  perform  his 
part  of  the  contract,  unless  the  representation  had 
amounted  to  a  special  stipulation  that  the  contract  should 
be  void  in  case  of  its  non-fulfilment  {p)  ;  if  not,  he 
could  only  claim  damages  for  breach  of  the  warranty  [q) . 
It  will  thus  be  observed  that  in  no  case  (apart  from 
fraud  and  contracts  uherriuirp  Jidei)  was  misrepresen- 
tation considered  to  affect  the  formation  of  the  contract. 
The  view  was  )iot  taken  that  the  parties  only  gave  their 
consent,  whereby  they  made  a  contract  with  each  other, 
condilionaUy  upon  the  representation  being  true ;  and 
that  the  contract  was  therefore  avoided  if  it  were  un- 
true. On  the  contrary,  the  contract  was  treated  as 
having  been  fully  formed;  the  untruth  of  the  repre- 
sentation occasioned  a  breach  of  the  entire  contract  or  a 
part  of  it ;  and  even  where  it  was  held  that  the  contract 
might  be  avoided  after  its  execution  in  favour  of  the 
party  misled,  it  was  considered  that  this  result  was 
effected,  not  by  an  annulment  of  the  parties'  consent, 
but  by  their  express  agreement  that  the  contract  should 
be  so  avoided  (r) . 

Here  it  may  be  pointed  out  that,  as  the  common  law  The  common 
took  no  account  of  a  representation  made  innocently  law  treatment 
except  as  a  stipulation,  forming  part  of  the  contract,  its  sentation was 
treatment  of  a  representation  as  a  condition  or  a  war-  inrtance^o'f'its 
ranty  according  to  the  parties'  intention  was  no  more  f^^*^^  respect - 
than  a  particular  instance  of  the  rules  of  law  respecting  dependence 

of  mutual 
stipulations. 

(o)  Meijworth  v.  Hutchinson,  L.  {]>)  Banncrman    v.     White,    10 

E..  2  Q.  B.  447,  adopted  as  law  C.  B.  N.  S.  844 ;  Bchn  v.  Burners, 

in  the  Sale  of  Goods  Act,  1893 ;  3  B.  &  S.  751,  755,  756. 

Stat.  56  &  67  Vict.  c.  71,  s.  53  ;  ,  n    ^     .         j,?       o  t»    p    »  , 

see  Benjamin  on  Sale,  448,  741,  .  ,^'?)  ^^''"'^^  ^-  ^^"V'  ^  ^-  ^  -^'^^ 


748,  749,  2nd  ed. ;  abore,  p.  27, 


456. 

)•)  See  last  note  but  one. 


726  OF  FRAUD,  MISREPRESENTATION, 

the  dependence  or  independence  of  mutual  stipulations 
contained  in  a  contract.  At  common  law,  if  the  obliga- 
tion of  one  party  to  a  contract  he  dependent  on  the 
fulfilment  by  the  other  either  of  his  part  of  the  contract 
or  of  some  particular  stipulation  embodied  therein,  so 
that  the  performance  of  the  latter  party's  duty  under 
the  contract  or  the  particular  stipulation  is  a  condition 
l")recedent  to  his  enforcing  the  obligation  incumbent  on 
the  former,  then  a  breach  by  the  latter  of  his  part  of 
the  contract  or  of  the  particular  stipulation  will  dis- 
charge the  former  from  his  obligation  under  the  agree- 
ment; and  the  former  may,  if  he  choose  (.s),  rescind  the 
contract  and  sue  independently  of  the  contract  (under 
the  old  practice,  in  assumpsit)  for  the  recovery  of  any 
money  paid  thereunder  {t) .  But  in  order  that  the  breach 
of  some  particular  stipulation  in  a  contract  may  discharge 
the  party  entitled  to  the  benefit  thereof  from  the  per- 
formance of  his  part  of  the  contract,  the  stipulation 
must  go  to  the  root  of  the  whole  consideration ;  its 
j)erformance  must  be  an  essential  condition  of  his  in- 
curring liability  under  the  agreement  {u) .  For  example, 
we  have  seen  that,  upon  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land, 
the  vendor's  obligation  to  convey  the  land  and  the 
purchaser's  obligation  to  pay  the  price  are,  as  a  rule, 
dependent  on  each  other,  and  neither  party  can  enforce 
the  other's  liability  without  performing  or  having 
ofPered  to  perform  his  own  duty  {x).  So  on  a  contract 
for  the  sale  of  land,  the  performance  of  the  particular 


(s)  He  has   the  option  of  re-  Naylor,  9  App.  Cas.  434;   Corn- 

scinding  the  contract,  or  affirming  icall  v.  Hcnson,  1900,  2  Ch.  298, 

it  and  suing  tinder  the  contract  for  303,    304  ;    see    1    Wms.    Saund. 

damages  for  its  breach  ;  Michael  320,  n.  (4)  ;   2  id.   352,   n.  (3)  ;    2 

V.  Hart,  1902,  1  K.  B.  482.  Smith,   L.  C,  notes  to   Cutter  v. 

{!)  Flight  V.  Booth,  1  Bing.  N.  Foicell. 
C-  370.  (_^)  Above,  pp.  509,  510  ;  Glaze- 

6  T.  R.   570  ;  Bettmi  v.  Gye,   1  See  Poole  v.  Hill,  6  M  &  W.  835  ; 

Q.  B.  D.  183  ;  Mersey,  4-c.  Co.  v.  Zaird  v.  Fim,  7  M.  &  W.  474. 
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stipulation  implied  therein,  that  the  vendor  shall  show 
a  good  title,  is  an  essential  condition  of  the  purchaser's 
liability ;  and  if  this  stipulation  be  broken,  he  may  at 
once  repudiate  the  contract  and  sue  for  the  recovery  of 
his  deposit  [i/] .  Similarly,  on  an  executory  contract  for 
the  sale  of  goods  with  an  undertaking  that  they  shall 
be  of  a  particular  qnality,  compliance  with  this  under- 
taking (s)  is  in  general  an  essential  condition  of  the 
sale,  and  the  purchaser  may,  when  the  property  has  not 
yet  passed  to  him  under  the  contract,  reject  the  goods 
on  breach  of  the  undertaking  and  altogether  repudiate 
the  agreement  {a).  But,  although  a  man  bound  by  a 
contract  may  refuse  to  perform  his  promise  till  the 
other  party  has  complied  with  a  condition  precedent, 
yet,  if  he  has  received  and  accepted  a  substantial  part 
of  that  which  was  to  be  performed  in  his  favour,  the 
condition  precedent  changes  its  character,  and  becomes 
a  warranty  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  word  [b),  that  is,  a 
collateral  agreement  independent  of  the  rest  of  the 
contract ;  and  non-compliance  therewith  will  no  longer 
afford  a  defence  to  an  action  to  enforce  his  liability  on 
the  contract,  but  ^vill  only  give  rise  to  a  counter-claim 
for  damages  (c).  Thus  where  specific  goods  are  sold 
with  an  undertaking  that  they  shall  be  of  a  particular 
quality,  the  purchaser  cannot  return  the  goods  after  the 
property  has  passed  to  him,  and  he  has  so  enjoyed  the 
benefit  of  the  contract :  but  if  the  goods  be  not  of  the 


{y)  Above,  pp.  27,  n.,  133,  134,  on  Sale,  748,   2nd  ed. ;  see  stat. 

149,  152.  56  &  57  Vict.  c.  71,  ss.  11,   62, 

[z)  Such  an  undertaking  is  of  and  note  that  in  the  Act  the  term 

course  commonly  called   a  war-  wrtrjvM^/y  is  confined  to  cases  where 

ranty  of  quality  :    but  we  avoid  it  is  not  a  condition.     Cf .  above, 

using  the  word  "warranty"  in  the  pp.  27,  n.,  680. 

text  on  account  of  the  strict  sense  ,i\    k-u              mn 

in  which  the  word  is  used  in  the  (*)  ^^°^®'  P"  ^^^• 

Sale  of  Goods  Act,  1893;  see  next  (c)  Benjamin  on  Sale,  452,  2nd 

note.  ed.  ;  El/eii  v.   Topp,   6  Ex.   424, 

(a)  Street  v.  BImj,  2  B.  &  Ad.  441  ;  Jiehn  v.  Bnrness,  3  B.  &  S. 

456,    463  ;    Heilbutt   v.    HicJcson,  751,    765  ;    and    see   Bentscn    v. 

L.  R.  7  C.  P.  438,  451  :  Benjamin  Taylor,  1893,  2  Q.  B.  274. 
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quality  promised,  lie  is  entitled  to  damages  (d).  In  the 
same  way,  if  one  be  induced  to  sign  a  contract  for  pur- 
chase of  a  house  by  the  vendor's  oral  representation 
made  untruly  but  not  fraudulently  that  the  drains  are 
in  good  order,  he  may,  if  he  discover  the  truth  before 
completion,  repudiate  the  contract  at  law  and  sue  for 
the  recovery  of  his  deposit  {<>)  :  but  if  he  accept  a  con- 
veyance before  he  become  aware  of  the  defect,  he  cannot 
then  rescind  the  contract  (,/),  though  he  may  sue  for 
damages  for  breach  of  the  warranty  implied  in  the 
representation  {(/) . 


Equitable 
rules  as  to 
fraud  or  mis- 
representation 
inducing 
contract. 


Contract 
induced  by 
fraud  mig-ht 
be  set  aside 
in  equity. 


Let  us  now  turn  to  the  principles  of  equity.  Courts 
of  Equity  enjoyed  a  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  the 
Coiu'ts  of  Law  in  the  matter  of  fraud,  but  had  a 
further  exclusive  jurisdiction  to  compel  the  delivery  up 
and  cancellation  of  written  instruments,  which  had  been 
forged  or  procured  to  be  executed  by  fraud,  duress  or 
undue  influence  {/>).  As  regards  the  avoidance  of  a 
contract  induced  by  a  fi*audulent  representation,  the 
rule  of  equity  was  the  same  as  the  rule  of  law ;  the 
contract  was  regarded  as,  not  void,  but  voidable  (/)  at 
the  option  of  the  party  defrauded.  He  might  therefore 
plead  the  fraud  as  an  absolute  bar  to  proceedings  against 
him  for  specific  performance  of  the  contract  (k) .  But, 
further,  he  might  sue  in  equity  as  plaintiff,  either  before 
completion  of  tlie  contract,  to  have  the  agreement 
rescinded  and  any  written  instrument  containing  it 
delivered  up  to  be  cancelled ;  or  after  completion,  so 
long  as  the  parties  could  be  restored  to  their  former 


(d)  Street  v.  Blai/,  2  B.  &  Ad. 
456;  Benjamin  on  Sale,  741,  744, 
748,  753,  2nd  ed. ;  stat.  56  &  57 
Vict.  c.  51,  8.  11  (1  c). 

(c)  Smith  V.  Zand  and  Souse 
Property  Corp.,  28  Ch.  D.  7. 

(/)  Above,  pp.  540,  577,  578. 

[g)  I)e  Lassalle  v.  Guildford, 
1901,  2  K.  B.  215. 


(/*)  Wms.  Real  Prop.  162,  n.  {e), 
19th  ed. ;  and  cases  cited  below, 
p.  729,  n.  {I). 

(?)  Oahes  v.  Tarquand,  L.  R.  2 
H.  L.  325 ;  Re  Duncan,  1899,  1 
Ch.  387,  389,  390. 

[k]  Clermont  v.  Tashuryh,  1  J. 
&W.  112,  120. 
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position,  to  have  the  whole  transaction  set  aside  (/). 
Courts  of  Equity  of  course  had  no  jurisdiction  to  enter- 
tain an  action  of  damages  for  deceit  (di)  :  hut  they  had 
jurisdiction  to  entertain  a  personal  demand  against  any 
one,  who  had  by  a  fraudulent  representation  induced 
another  to  act  thereon  to  his  detriment ;  they  would  in 
such  case  grant  specific  relief  in  the  way  of  compelling 
the  guilty  party  to  make  good  his  representation ;  and 
they  might  order  him  to  recoup  auy  definite  pecuniary 
loss  sustained  hy  the  party  defrauded  (;?).  A  person 
induced  hy  fraud  to  make  a  contract  for  the  sale  of 
land  had  therefore  the  like  election  in  equity  as  he  had 
at  law ;  that  is,  he  might  either  rescind  the  contract,  or 
he  might  afiirm  it  and  claim  to  have  the  representation 
made  good(6').  But  if  he  chose  to  affirm  the  contract 
and  his  loss  hy  the  representation  were  not  capable  of 
adjustment  by  some  definite  specific  relief  but  could 
only  be  assessed  at  an  uncertain  sum  of  money,  then  he 
could  only  claim  compensation  in  Courts  of  Equity 
pending  the  completion  of  the  contract  in  proceedings 
brought  either  by  or  against  him  for  its  specific  per- 
formance {p)  ;  for  there  was  no  original  jurisdiction  in 
equity  to  give  damages  except  as  ancillary  to  some 
specific  relief.  If  in  such  case  the  defrauded  party 
chose  to  complete  the  contract  or  did  so  before  he 
detected  the  fraud,  and  still  proposed  to  retain  the 
benefit  of  the  transaction  and  not  to  set  it  aside,  lie 


(1)  Edwarch     v.     McLeay,     Gr.  'L,'R.  WEc^.  2la  ;  Feek\.  Ghdicu, 

Coop.     308,     2     Swaust.      289  ;  L.  R.  6  H.  L.  377,  390  ;  Low  v. 

Attwood  V.   SiiiaU,   6   CI.   &  Fin.  £oiiirrie,   1891,   3  Ch.  82,  94,  n., 

232,  330,   331,   338,   395,  444  .sy.,  107  sq. 

502  :  Lovcll  v.  Hides,  2  Y.  &  C.  ,  s    -n      ?■  tt-  j  ,         ..  t~. 

■p       -p  '  [0)  Kaivhnii  v.   //  lekliam,  3  De 

(m)  ArJavriglU  v.  Newhold,   17  ^-  ^^  ^'  '^^''  ^'''  ^'^'  '^''''  ^22. 
Ch.  D.  301  ;  iSmith  v.   Chadwiclc,  [p]  See  above,  pp.  636,  637,  as 

9  App.  Cas.   187,  193;  Dcrnj  \.  to  the  purchaser's  right  to  specific 

Feck,  14  App.  Cas.  337,  3G0.  performance  with  compensation. 

(«)  Evans   v.   BlckncU,   G    Ves.  A  fortiori,  he  has  the  like  right 

174,    183;  Burrowes  v.   Lock,   10  where    the    representation    was 

Ves.    470,    475 ;    Hill    v.    Lane,  fraudulent. 

w. — II.  5 
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could  not  then  recover  in  equity  any  mere  unliquidated 
pecuniary  compensation  for  the  false  representation, 
but  could  only  sue  therefor  as  damages  in  an  action  of 
deceit  at  law  {q) . 


Innocent  mis- 
representation 
in  equity. 


No  rescission 
for  innocent 
misrepresen- 
tation after 
completion. 


With  regard  to  innocent  misrepresentation,  it  was 
early  established  in  equity  that  if  one  were  induced  to 
enter  into  a  contract  by  a  false  representation  as  to 
some  material  fact  made  honestly  and  not  fraudulently, 
as  by  mistake  or  inadvertence,  such  misrepresentation 
was  a  good  ground  for  resisting  the  specific  performance 
of  the  contract.  But  it  was  at  the  same  time  asserted 
that  a  much  greater  degree  of  misrepresentation  was 
necessary  in  order  to  justify  the  party  misled  in  suing 
to  rescind  the  contract  (r)  ;  and  it  was  long  considered 
that  to  justify  an  order  for  rescission  of  the  contract, 
even  before  its  completion,  the  misrepresentation  must 
be  fraudulent,  that  is,  made  knowingly  or  recklessly  (s) . 
But  this  position  was  not  maintained ;  and  Courts  of 
Equity  afterwards  held  that,  where  one  was  induced 
to  enter  into  a  contract  by  a  material  misrepresentation, 
though  made  without  fraud,  the  contract  was  voidable 
at  his  option,  and  he  might  sue  to  have  it  set  aside  and 
(if  written)  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled  (t) .  It  had, 
however,  been  decided,  before  the  Courts  of  Equity  had 
abandoned  their  former  position  with  respect  to  rescis- 


(q)  Kewham  v.  Maij,  13  Price, 
749 ;  Lcuty  v.  Ilillas,  2  De  G.  & 
J.  110;  Joliff'e  v.  Baker,  11  Q. 
B.  D.  2  50,  267  ;  Claytoji  v.  Leech, 
41  Ch.  D.  103  ;  Sug.  V.  &  P.  235, 
251 ;  2  Dart,  V.  &  P.  904. 

(r)  Caclman  v.  Horner,  18  Ves. 
10;  Sarage  v.  lirncksopp,  ib.  335, 
338  ;  Wilde  v.  Gibson,  1  H.  L.  C. 
605,  632,  633;  New  Brunsiuick, 
^■c.  Co.  V.  Mwjgeridgc,  1  Dr.  &  Sm. 
363,  383  ;  Lamarex.  Dixon,  L.  R. 
6  H.  L.  414  ;  above,  p.  687. 

(s)  AtUcojd  V.   SmaU,   G  CI.   & 


Fin.  232,  330,  338,  395,  444  sq., 
502;  LovellY.  Hicks, 'lY.  & C.  Ex. 
46,  51  ;  Bnrtlctt  v.  Salmon,  6  De 
G.  M.  &  G.  33  ;  Comjheare  v.  New 
Brmmvick,  ^-c.  Co.,  1  De  G.  F.  & 
J.  578,  595 ;  Sug.  V.  &  P.  243, 
244. 

(<)  Tnhford  v.  Richards,  17 
Beav.  87,  95,  96  ;  Stanton  v. 
Tattersall,  1  Sm.  &  G.  529  ;  Aber- 
(unan  Ironworks  v.  Wickcns,  L.  R. 
4  Ch.  101  ;  Reese  River  Silver 
3Iining  Co.  v.  Smith,  L.  R.  4 
H.  L.  64,  79,  80;  Torrance  v. 
Bolton,  L.  R.  8  Ch.  118. 
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sion  for  innocent  misrepresentation,  that  a  contract  for 
the  sale  of  land  would  not  be  set  aside  on  this  ground, 
where  there  had  been  no  fraud,  after  it  had  been  com- 
pleted by  conveyance  and  pajonent  of  the  purchase 
money  (u). 

The  later  rule  so  adopted  in  the  Courts  of  Equity  Difference 
differed  in  principle  from  that  applied  in  the  Courts  of  between  the 
Law  ;  for  the  equitable  rule  treated  innocent  misrepre-  rules  of  com- 
sentation    as   a   matter   affecting   the   formation   of   a  ^ulty  as^o 
contract  and  invalidating  the  parties'  consent   in  the  innocent 
manner  accomplished  at   common  law  by  fraud  only  tation. 
vdth  respect  to  ordinary  contracts  and  without  fraud  in 
the  case  of  contracts  nherrimm  fidei  alone  (.r).     Practi- 
cally, however,  the  difference  was  not  great  {ij) .     To 
give  rise  to  the  right  of  rescission  in  equity,  a  false 
representation  must  have  been  a  part  of  the  transaction 
ending   in   the   formation   of   the  contract,  and  must 
have  induced  the  consent  of  the  party  misled  to  the 
agreement  {a) .     And  in   the   same   cii'cumstances   the 
representation  would  have  been  considered,  at  common 
law,  to  form  part  of  the  contract  itself  and  to  amount 
to  a  condition  precedent  to  that  party's  liability  under 
the  contract ;  in  which  case  he  might,  on  breach  of  the 
condition,  rescind  the  contract  entirely  {h) .     After  the  The  law  since 
commencement  of  the  Judicature  Acts,  the  equitable  Acts!^ 
rule  in  question  became  enforceable  in  all  Divisions  of 
the  High  Court  of  Justice ;  it  has  been  followed  and 
approved  of  by  the  highest  authorities ;  and  as  a  branch 

(?<)    Wilde  V.  Gibson,  1  H.  L.  C.  for    innocent    misrepresentation 
605,    632,    633.        It    should    be  after  the  contract  had  been  sub- 
noted  that  this  decision,  though  stantially      performed  ;       above, 
professedly  founded  on  the  prin-  pp.  725,  727,  728. 
ciple  that  a  Court  of  Equity  will  i^\  See  above,  pp.  723,  724. 
not  rescind  a  contract  for  misre-  ,  >  t>  t     t      t.-     ?  •     • 
presentation  unless  made  hioic            (^A^^'^ff'nu  '-n    '.^o'^ra'/^"'^ 
inghj  (that  is,  fraudulently),  ac-  ^-  ^'^""'^  ^^  ^^-  ^-  ^^-'  ^*^2. 
cords  with  the  rule  of  the  common           {")  See  below,  p.  738. 
law,  which  allowed  no  rescission           {b)  Above,  pp.  724,  726—728. 
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of  the  law  of  contract,  it  has  prevailed  over  the  rules  of 
common  law  (c).  Any  contract  therefore  of  whatever 
kind  may  now  be  rescinded  by  any  party,  who  has  been 
induced  to  enter  into  it  by  a  material  misrepresentation 
made  to  him  without  fraud  by  any  other  party  thereto  (cl) . 
And  this  right,  if  promptly  asserted  after  the  discovery 
of  the  untruth,  will  not  be  defeated  by  the  fact  that  the 
contract  has  been  partly  performed  {e) ,  so  long  as  the 
party  misled  has  not  received  substantially  the  whole 
consideration  due  to  him  under  the  contract  (/).  But 
it  has  been  held  since  the  Judicature  Acts,  following 
the  above-mentioned  decision  in  equity  to  the  same 
effect  (g),  that  where  a  contract  induced  by  misrepresen- 
tation, without  fraud,  has  been  entirely  performed,  so 
that  the  party  misled  has  received  the  whole  conside- 
ration due  to  him  thereunder  (as  happens  when  a  con- 
tract for  the  sale  of  land  has  been  completed  by 
conveyance  and  payment  of  the  purchase  money),  he 
can  no  longer  assert  any  right  in  equity  to  set  the 
agreement  aside  [h) .  It  has  been  decided,  however, 
that  in  such  case  he  may  still  sue  at  law  for  damages 
sustained  by  him  in  consequence  of  the  false  repre- 
sentation, if  it  amounted  to  a  warranty  (/).  Otherwise 
he  has  no  remedy,  unless  he  can  claim  damages  for  a 
breach  of  some  covenant  for  title  (/.).     It  has  further 

{>;)  Redgrave  v.  Html,  20  Ch.  D.  {g)  Above,  p.  730. 

1,  12;   Smith  v.  Land  and  House  (h)  Selborne,    C,    Broicnlie   v. 

Property    Corp.,   28    Ch.    D.    7 ;  Campbell,  5  App.  Gas.  92o,  937, 

Neicbigging  v.  Adam,  34  Ch.  D.  referring   the    case    of    Hart   v. 

582  ;    affirmed,    nom.     Adam    v.  Swaine,    7    Ch.    D.    42,    to    the 

Newbigging,    13  App.    Cas.    308  ;  ground  of  fraudulent  misrepre- 

Berri)  v.  Peck,  14  Ajjp.  Cas.  337,  .sentation  ;    Joliffe    v.    Baker,    11 

347,  3.59  ;  Karhmfs  case,  1892,  3  Q.  B.  D.  255,  272  ;  Cotton,  L.  J., 

Ch.  1,  13;    Whittiiigton  v.  Scale-  Soper  v.  Arnold,   37  Ch.  D.   96, 

Hagne,  82  L.  T.  49.  102  ;   Clayton  v.  Leech,  41  Ch.  D. 

{(l)  Admitted  and  applied,   Re  103;  Farwell,  J.,  May  v.  Piatt, 

Hare  and  W More" s  Contract,  1901,  1900,  1   Ch.  616,   623;  Bebenham 

1    Ch.    93,    96;    above,    p.    633,  v.    Saicbridge,    1901,    2    Ch.    98; 

n.  (y).  above,  pp.  540,  577,  578. 

(e)  See  last  note  but  one.  (0  Be    Lassalle    v.     Guildford, 

(/)  See   above,  pp.    725,   727,  19ul,  2  K.  B.  215  ;  above,  p.  540. 

728,  730,  731,  n.  (?«).  (/)  See  last  note  but  one. 
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been  finally  established  since  the  Judicature  Acts  that, 
in  order  to  give  rise  to  an  action  of  deceit  or  any  other 
proceedings  (l)  for  a  fraudulent  misrepresentation,  the  To  be  fraudu- 
representation  must  have  been  made  either  InioicingJij  representation 
(without  belief  in  its  truth)  or  vcekkssly  (without  caring  must  be  made 

\  '  1         •(.  1        knowingly  or 

whether  it  was  true  or  false)  ;  and  that  if  a  representa-  recklessly. 

tion  inducing  a  contract  were  made  honestly  in   the 

belief  that  it  was  true,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  support  an 

action  of  deceit  that  the  party  making  the  mis-statement 

had  no  reasonable  grounds  for  this  belief.     In  other  No  obligation 

,  .     .  ,     .  ■■  to  take  pains 

words,  a  man  makmg  such  a  statement  is  under  no  to  ascertain 
obligation  to  take  reasonable  pains  to  ascertain  that  it  ^^e  trutb. 
is  true  {m) . 

In  order  to  ffive  rise  to  a  right  to  rescind  a  contract  What  must  be 

.  1,1  •  /  p         1    1       J-     proved  to  srive 

for  misrepresentation,  whether  innocent  or  Irauctuient,  ^ise  to  the^ 
it  appears  that  the  following  facts  must  be  established :—  Jgjf^*°^ 
There  must  have  been  a  false  representation  made  as  to  contract  for 
some  material  fact  by  one  party  to  the  contract,  or  his  J^ijon^^*^^^^' 
agent,  to  the  other,  as  a  part  of  the  transaction  ending 
in  the  formation  of  the  contract;  and  the  other  must 
have    entered   into  the    contract  on  the  faith  of   that 
representation,  not  knowing  that  it  was  false  and  reason- 
ably believing  it  to  be  true  {n).     Let  us  make  a  further 
analysis  of  this  statement.     First,  fahity  is  essential;  i.  Falsity 
there  is   no  cause  of   action  if   the  representation  be  ^^^'^^^ 
true  (o).     Secondly,  there  must  be  a  representation,  that  2.  There  must 
is,  a  statement  of  fact  (;;),  either  in  words  or  by  conduct  trtior^"^^^^"' 
(as  in  the  case  of  active  concealment  of  a  defect)  (q). 

(0  Above,  pp.  723,  728,  729.  c.  64. 

(;«)  Derry  v.  Feek,  14  App.  Cas.  (;,)  See  Pollock  on  Contracts, 

337  ;  Aiif/us  V.    Clifford,    1891,    2  561  sq.  7th  ed. 

Ch.  449;  LeLievirv.  Gould,  1893,  ,  >   g^^  g^^^-^f^  ^     Chadtdck,  20 

1  Q.  B.  491.     This  law  has  been  q^  ' -q     97,    9   App.    Cms.    187; 

altered  with  respect  to  statements  ^^/>^;,.,  y.    Tucker,   13  Q.  B.  D. 

made  by  directors  or  promoters  01  ^^2 

companies  in  prospectuses  invit-  / 

ing   subscriptions   for   shares   or  {P)  Above,  p.  686. 

debentures ;   stat.  53  &  54  Vict.  ('/)  Above,  p.  686. 
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As  has  been  already  shown,  mere  silence  is  not  sufficient 
to  confer  the  right  to  rescind  (r) ;  except  in  the  case  of 
contracts  uberrima'  Jidei,  which  may  be  avoided  for  non- 
disclosure of  a  material  fact  (.s) ,  And  there  must  be  a 
definite  assertion  of  some  fact  as  distinguished  from  a 
mere  expression  of  the  party's  opinion  or  belief  as  to 
some  circumstance  relating  to  the  contract,  or  a  vague 
affirmation  of  the  excellence  of  the  property  to  be 
sold  (/).  For  example,  a  distinct  statement  by  a  vendor 
of  land  that  limestone  embedded  therein  is  capable  of 
producing  lime  of  first-rate  quality  fit  for  the  London 
market  (?<),  or  that  a  house  erected  thereon  is  not 
damp  (x) ,  or  that  the  property  is  let  to  a  most  desirable 
tenant  (y) ,  amounts  to  a  representation  sufficient,  if 
false,  to  avoid  the  contract  (//) .  But  the  incorrect 
description  of  renewable  leaseholds  as  nearly  equal  to 
freehold  (s)  or  of  a  small  house  as  a  desirable  residence 
for  a  family  of  distinction  (a)  has  been  held  not  to 
amount  to  a  representation  affecting  the  contract  (b). 
Ambiguous  "With  regard  to  statements,  which  are  ambiguous,  being 
true  if  accepted  in  one  sense,  but  false  if  taken  in 
another,  it  must  be  shown,  in  order  to  found  a  right  to 

{>■)  Above,  pp.  682 — 684.  was  barely  establisbed ;  see  above, 
(a)  Above,  pp.  684,  724.  p.  730.  There  can  be  no  doubt 
(f)  Fcnton  V.  Browne,  14  Ves.  at  the  present  time  that  such  a 
114;  Trviccr  v.  Ncwcoine,  3  Mer.  niisrepi'eseutation  would  be  suffi- 
704;  Scott  V.  lIcDitiOii,  1  Sim.  13,  cient  to  avoid  the  contract. 
15  ;  I'ouer  v.  Barhani,  4  A.  &  E.  (.r)  Strangn-ays  v.  Bishop,  29 
473  ;  Benjamin  on  Sale,  500,  2nd  L.  T.  O.  S.  120. 
eA..;  BcUuirs\.  Tucker,  12,  (^.B.T).  (y)  Smith  v.  Land  and  House 
562.  Tropertii  Corp.,  28  Ch.  D.  7  ;  and 
[n)  Hificjins  V.  Saiiieh,  2  J.  &  H.  see  Tihbatts  v.  Boultrr,  73  L.  T. 
460.  The  actual  decision  was  534,  where  the  representation  was 
that  the  statement  was  a  misre-  that  certain  licensed  property  was 
presentation  sufficient  to  bar  the  subject  to  mortgages  for  parti- 
vendor  from  enforcing  specific  cular  sums,  and  that  the  mort- 
performance.  The  question  whe-  gagees  were  williug  to  allow 
ther  the  misrepresentation  was  these  amounts  to  remain  on  the 
sufficient   to    avoid   the   contract  security. 

was  not  decided :  though  it  was  (z)  Fcnton  v.   Browne,  14  Ves. 

referred  to   as  a  difficvdt   point.  144. 

But   at  that  time  the  equitable  («)  Magcnnis  v.  FuUou,  2  Moll, 

jurisdiction  to  rescind  a  contract  561,  587. 

for     innocent    misrepresentation  {b)  See  also  above,  p.  687. 
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rescission  upon  thorn,  that  the  party,  to  whom  they 
were  made,  understood  thorn  in  the  sense  in  which  they 
were   untrue  (c) .      And   it   may   be   observed   that    a  Promise  not 
colhiteral  promise  to  do  some  act,  though  it  may  effec-  representa- 
tively induce  the  promisee  to  enter  into  a  contract  (c/),  *^'^"- 
is  not,  properly  speaking,  a  representation  at  all(e). 
Thirdly,   the   false    representation    must  be   of    some  3.  Thcrepre- 

fact  (,/')  and  not,  it  appears,  of  law  (^).     But  for  this  mustbe"of 

some  fact. 


(c)  Siiitfh  V.  Chctdwicl;  9  App. 
Cas.  187. 

{d)  See  cases  cited  at  the  end 
of  note  (.y)  to  p.  699,  above. 

(e)  Ilxpte.  Burrcll,  1  Ch.  D. 
537,  552.     See  next  note. 

(/)  It  has  been  held  that  a  re- 
presentation made  by  a  party  to  a 
proposed  contract  of  his  iutention 
to  do  some  act,  but  not  amounting 
to  a  proniise  to  do  the  act,  may, 
if  unfulfilled,  be  a  ground  for 
resisting  the  specific  performance 
of  the  contract ;  Myers  v.  Watson, 
1  Sim.  N.  S.  523  ;  S.  C,  nom. 
Rose  V.  Watson,  10  H.  L.  C.  671, 
681 ,  682  ;  Lamare  v.  Dixon,  L.  R. 
6  H.  L.  414,  428  ;  or  even  for 
avoiding  the  contract ;  Traill  v. 
Baring,  4  De  G.  J.  &  S.  318. 
These  decisions  appear  inconsis- 
tent with  the  law  laid  down  in 
Jorden  v.  Money,  5  H.  L.  C.  185; 
Maddison  v.  Alder  son,  8  App.  Cas. 
467,  473  ;  and  they  are  criticised 
in  Pollock  on  Contract,  525,  718 
— 720,  7th  ed.  It  certainly  ap- 
pears that  in  those  cases  it  would 
have  been  more  consistent  with 
principle  to  treat  the  representa- 
tion according  to  the  common  law 
doctrine  as  a  collateral  promise. 
And  indeed  it  was  stated  by  Lord 
Westbury  in  Rose  v.  Watson,  10 
H.  L.  C.  681,  682,  that  the  re- 
presentation was  regarded  in 
equity  as  a  substantial  part  of 
the  contract.  Rut  it  has  been 
held  that  a  false  statement  as  to 
a  man's  intention  may  be  a  re- 
presentation of  fact,  since  it  is  a 
representation  as  to  the  state  of 
his  mind,  and  may  at  least  give 


rise  to  liability  if  made  fraudu- 
lently. Thus  it  is  considered  that 
if  a  man  contract  to  buy  goods 
■with  the  intention  of  not  paying 
for  them,  that  is  a  fraud  sufficient 
to  justify  the  avoidance  of  the 
contract  on  the  vendor's  part;  Eepresenta- 
Load  V.  Green,  15  M.  &  W.  216  ;  tion  of  inten- 
Clough  V.  London  S;  Xorth  Western  tion,  whether 
Ri/.  Co.,  L.  R.  7  Ex.  26;  Expte.  a  represen- 
Whittaker,  L.  R.  10  Ch.  446,  449.  tation  of  fact. 
And  it  has  been  decided  that  a 
false  statement  made  knowingly 
(that  is,  fraudulently)  by  the 
directors  of  a  company  inviting 
subscription  to  debentures,  that 
it  was  intended  to  apply  the  money 
so  borrowed  to  a  particular  pur- 
pose, was  a  statement  of  fact  and 
a  good  cause  of  action  of  deceit 
against  them ;  Edgington  v.  Fitz- 
maurice,  29  Ch.  D.  459.  As  to  a 
false  statement  of  a  person's 
motive  in  agreeing  to  buy  or  sell 
at  a  particular  price,  see  Vernon 
V.  Keys,  12  East,  632,  4  Taunt. 
488,  criticised  in  Benjamin  on 
Sale,  356—358,  2nd  ed.,  and 
Pollock  on  Contract,  563,  564, 
7th  ed.  ;  Lindsay  Petroleum  Co.  v. 
Hard,  L.  R.  b  P.  C.  221,  243. 
Statement  of  belief  that  some 
event  will  happen  in  the  future 
must  of  course  be  carefully  dis- 
tinguished from  statement  that 
some  event  has  happened  in  the 
past  ;  Bellairs  v.  Taeker,  13  Q. 
B.  D.  562. 

{g)  Leicis  v.  Jones,  4  B.  &  C. 
506,  512  (cf.  above,  p.  673) ;  Bash, 
dall  V.  Ford,  L.  R.  2  Eq.  750  ; 
Beattie  v.  Ebury,  L.  R.  7  Ch. 
777,    800,    7  H.  L.    102,    130; 
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purpose  any  representation  as  to  a  matter  of  private 
riglit  is  a  representation  of  fact ;  such  as  a  statement 
that  one  is  the  owner  of  some  property  wliich  he  offers 
for  sale,  or  is  invested  with  some  power  or  authority 
under  the  particular  constitution  of  some  corporation  or 
company  or  by  virtue  of  some  private  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment (//),  or  that  the  property  is  free  from  restrictive 
covenants  (/).  And  it  seems  that  misrepresentation  as 
to  some  proposition  of  general  law  may  give  rise  to 
a  right  of  action,  if  made  in  deliberate  fraud  (/.•). 
Fourthly,  the  representation  must  be  of  some  material 
fact,  having  relation  to  the  proposed  contract  (/).  But 
if  the  fact  asserted  relate  to  the  contract  and  did  actually 
induce  the  party,  to  whom  the  statement  was  made,  to 
enter  into  the  contract  (m)  it  is  a  material  fact  (n)  ; 
unless  the  circumstance  alleged  were  such  that  no 
reasonable  person  would  allow  his  judgment  to  be 
5.  Therepre-  influenced  by  the  statement  (o).  Fifthly,  the  rej)resen- 
must  be  made  tation  must  be  made  by  some  party  to  the  contract  or 
by  a  party  to   j^^g  ao-ent ;  not  by  a  third  person  ( p) .     For  the  purposes 

the  contract,  f  •     •  p   ,1  x        >-/    n  \   ,- 

or  his  ageut.     01  the  rescission  01  the  contract   beiore  com2:)ietion,  a 
false  representation   made    by  the    party's   authorised 


4.  The  fact 
must  be 
material. 


EaqUftfieldY.  Londonderry,  4  Ch.  D. 
693,  709;  Halbot  v.  Le^is,  1901, 
1  Ch.  344,  350;  Harse  v.  Pearl, 
cj-c.  Co.,  1904,  1  K.  B.  558. 

(A)  Above,  pp.  577,  578  ;  and 
see  Hume  v.  Pocock,  L.  R.  1 
Ch.  379,  385,  where  the  contract 
was  held  to  be  for  the  purchase 
of  such  interest  as  the  vendor  had 
(see  above  p.  163)  ;  Richardson  v. 
WlUiamson,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  276 ; 
Mosti/n  V.  West  Mostyn  Coal  and 
Iron  Co.,  Ld.,  1  C.  P.  D.  145  ; 
West  London  Commercial  Bank  v. 
Kitson,  13  Q.  B.  D.  360;  cf. 
above,  p.  697. 

(i)  Above,  pp.  157,  158,  640, 
641. 

[k)  Hirschjield  v.  London, 
Brighton,  ^-c.  Ry.  Co.,  2  Q.  B.  D. 
1,    5,    6  ;    Bowen,    L.    J.,    West 


London  Commercial  Bank  v.  Kitson, 
13  Q.  B.  D.  360,  362,  363. 

[1]  Above,  pp.  733,  734. 

[)n)  See  above,  p.  722. 

(«)  See  Smith  v.  LCay,  7  H.  L, 
C.  750,  759,  769,  770,  775 ;  Smith 
V.  Land  and  Housr  Property  Corp., 
28  Ch.  D.  7;  Gordon  v.  Street, 
1899,  2  Q.  B.  641,  646. 

{0)  See  Magennis  v.  Fallon,  2 
Moll.  561,  587;  Scott  v.  mmson, 
1  Sim.  13,  in  which  case  however 
it  is  doTibtful  whether  the  law 
laid  down  was  correctly  applied 
to  the  particular  facts.  Under 
the  present  law  of  misrepresenta- 
tion (above,  pp.  731,  732)  the 
decision  would  scarcely  be  the 
same. 

{]})  Lurgan\  case,  1902,  1  Ch. 
707. 
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agent  •witliin  the  scope  of  his  general  authority  lias  False  rcpro- 
exactlj  the  same  effect  as  if  it  were  made  hy  the  prin-  a^nt!°°  ^ 
cipal  himself ;  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  principal 
did  or  did  not  give  any  express  authority  for  the  state- 
ment to  be  made,  and  whether  it  was  made  fraudulently 
or  innocently  (^7).  And  it  is  within  the  general  autho- 
rity of  an  agent  employed  to  sell  or  to  find  a  purchaser 
for  any  property  to  make  statements  as  to  its  quality  (r) 
or  otherwise  as  to  matters  affecting  its  value  (s).  If, 
however,  it  be  sought  on  the  ground  of  misrepresenta- 
tion to  rescind  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  after 
completion,  it  appears  that,  as  this  relief  is  then  only 
granted  on  account  of  a  fraudulent  misrepresentation  (t), 
the  plaintiff  must  establish  a  false  representation  made 
by  the  agent  in  such  circumstances  as  to  give  rise  to  a 
good  cause  of  action  of  deceit  against  the  principal  {it). 


(q)  Abinger,  C.  B.,  Cornfoot  v.       Smith  v.  Land  and  Mouse  Propertij 

Fowke,  6  M.   &  W.  358,  380  sq.  ;        Corp.,  28  Cli.  D.  7,  13. 

Western  Bank  of  Scotland  Y.  Addie,  ,-.  r, i„„„   „„    ror    "qa 

T     T)    1  a      i('    1-0     T>     •      •  (')  bee  above,  pp.  686,  <34. 

L.  K.  1  Sc.  14o,  I08 ;  JJenjamin  ^  '  '  ^^         ' 

on  Sale,  371,  375,  2nd  ed.  ;  Mnl-  («)  See  previous  note. 

lens  V.   3Ellcr,  22   Ch.   D.    194  ;  (t)  Above,  p.  732. 

(m)  Wilde  v.  Gibson,  1  H.  L.  C.  605,  G16,  617,  633,  634  ;  Broivnlie 
v.  CumpbcU,  5  App.  Cas.  925,  937,  938  ;  see  below,  pp.  740,  741.  It 
is  submitted  that  the  decision  of  Rolfe,  Alderson,  and  Parke,  BB.,  in 
Cornfoot  V.  Foivke,  6  M.  &  W.  358,  is  good  law  if  confined  to  the  point  Cornfoot  v. 
that,  where  it  is  necessary  to  prove  afrandidcnt  misrepresentation  as  Fotcke. 
a  ground  for  rescinding  a  contract,  and  the  misrepresentation  was  in 
fact  made  innocently  by  an  agent  and  not  expressly  authorised  by  the 
principal,  conduct  actually  fraudulent  on  the  part  of  the  principal 
must  be  shown.  In  that  case  the  defendant,  wishing  to  take  a  short 
lease  of  a  furnished  house,  asked  an  agent  employed  to  let  it  for  the 
plaintiff,  if  there  wei'e  anything  objectionable  about  the  house.  The 
agent  answered,  "  Nothing  whatever  "  ;  he  honestly  believed  this  to  be 
trvie.  The  house  was  in  fact  next  door  to  a  brothel ;  but  the  agent 
did  not  know  this.  The  plaintiff  knew  it,  biit  had  not  expressly 
authorised  the  agent  to  make  the  statement.  The  defendant  found 
out  the  untruth  of  the  statement  on  the  day  after  he  had  signed  an 
agreement  to  take  the  house  for  two  yeais,  and  immediately  repu- 
diated the  agreement  and  declined  to  take  possession.  The  plain  iff 
afterwards  sued  for  the  rent  due  under  the  agreement  ;  and  the 
defendant  pleaded  that  he  was  induced  to  enter  into  the  agreement 
by  the  fraud  of  the  plaintiff  and  others  in  collusion  with  him.  It 
was  held,  that  to  support  this  plea,  it  was  not  enough  to  sliow  that 
the  plaiutifi's  agent  innocently  made  a  false  representation,  which 
the  plaintiff  knew  to  be  untrue,  but  did  not  expressly  authorise  :  but 
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6.  The  repre- 
sentation 
must  be  a 
part  of  the 
transaction 
ending  -n-ith 
the  formation 
of  the  con- 
tract. 

7.  The  repre- 
sentation 
must  have 
induced  the 
contract. 


Sixthly,  in  order  to  give  rise  to  the  right  to  rescind  the 
contract,  the  representation  must  have  been  made  as  a 
part  of  the  transaction  ending  in  the  formation  of  the 
contract.  It  must  not  have  been  a  statement  made  in- 
dependently of  the  negotiation  preliminary  to  the 
contract  (.r).  Seventhly,  the  representation  must  have 
actually  induced  the  party  misled  to  make  the  contract ; 
it  must  have  been  an  effective  cause  of  his  entering  into 
the  agreement  (y).  If  he  did  not  act  in  reliance  on  the 
statement  made,  but  used  his  own  judgment,  there  is 
no  ground  for  rescinding  the  contract  (;;),  or  for  main- 
taining an  action  of  deceit  where  the  misrepresentation 
was  fraudulent  {a).  So  it  has  been  held,  in  a  ca?e 
where  active  concealment  of  a  defect  was  alleged  as  a 
fraud  justifying  the  rescission  of  a  contract,  that  a 
purchaser  Avho  had  made  no  inspection  of  the  defective 
article  before  buying  it,  did  not  act  tqjon  any  implied 
representation  of  its  soundness,  and  so  could  not  avoid 


the  defendant  must  show  that  the  plaintiff  himself  had  acted  fraudu- 
lently. Substantially,  however,  the  facts  there  alleged  appear  to  have 
been  sufficient  to  give  the  defendant  a  right  to  relief  under  the  common 
law  as  to  innocent  misrepresentation.  That  is  to  say  that,  if  he  had 
relied  on  the  agent's  representation  as  forming  a  part  of  the  contract, 
he  might  have  established  the  right  to  rescind  it  before  it  had  been 
executed  in  his  favour  (and  apparently  it  had  not  been  so  executed, 
since  he  had  not  taken  possession  ;  see  Moiti/>i  v.  Jl^est  Mosfyn  Coal 
and  Iron  Co.,  1  C.  P.  D.  145)  ;  or  if  the  agreement  had  been  so  per- 
formed he  might  have  recovered  damages  for  breach  of  warranty  that 
the  representation  was  true;  see  6  M.  «fc  "VV.  369,  372,  373;  Xational 
Exehanqc  Co.  y.Brcw,  2  Macq.  103,  108,  109,  145;  Willes,  J.,B(irivick 
V.  English  Joint  Stock  Bcailc,  L.  R.  2  Ex.  259,  262  ;  above,  pp.  724,  727, 
728.  Under  the  present  law  of  rescission  for  innocent  misrepresenta- 
tion, it  can  scarcely  be  doubted  that  a  party  to  a  contract  for  the  sale 
of  land  would  be  entitled,  if  misled  in  the  same  circumstances  as  the 
defendant  in  Cornfoot  v.  FouJce,  to  rescind  the  contract  before  com- 
pletion :  but  if  he  were  to  claim  rescission  after  completion,  it  appears 
that  the  decision  in  that  case  would  still  be  in  point.  It  is  thought 
however  that  he  might,  after  completion,  recover  damages  for  breach 
of  the  warranty  implied  by  the  representation ;  De  Lassalle  v.  Guildford, 
1901,  2  K  B.  215. 


(.»■)  See  Iloplcins  v.  Tanquerai/, 
15  C.  B.  130  ;  Way  v.  Hrarn,  IS 
C.  B.  N.  S.  292  ;  Feck  v.  Gurney, 
L.  R.  6  H.  L.  377  ;  and  cf. 
above,  p.  731. 

{y)  Above,  p.  722,  and  n.  {h). 


{£)  Jennings  v.  Brougldon,  17 
Beav.  234,  238,  239,  5  De  G.  M. 
&  a.  126,  138. 

(a)  Smith  v.  Chadicich,  9  App. 
Cas.  187,  195,  196. 
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the  agreement  (b) .  But  if  any  artifice  were  used  to 
conceal  a  defect  prior  to  the  sale  of  laud,  it  is  thought 
that  the  vendor  could  not  enforce  the  specific  perform- 
ance of  the  contract,  although  the  purchaser  had  not 
inspected  the  property  (c) .  Where  a  person  has  acted 
on  the  faith  of  a  false  representation  made  to  him,  it  is 
no  defence  to  any  proceedings  founded  thereon  that  he 
might  have  found  out  the  truth  if  he  had  made 
inquiry  (r/).  Lastly,  the  party  to  whom  the  represen-  8.  The  party 
tatioii  was  made  must  not  have  known  that  it  was  false ;  ^ave  been 
he  must  reasonahly  have  believed  it  to  be  true.     We  misled  must 

11  f        !•         -PI  ^"*  have 

have  seen  that  he  has  no  cause  oi  action  it  he  were  known  that 
aware  of  the  true  facts  of  the  case  (c).  STslaLT'''* 

To  maintain  an  action  of  deceit  for  a  false  representa-  What  is 
tion,  which  has  induced  one  to  enter  into  a  contract,  the  maintain  an 
same  conditions  are  in  general  necessary  as  are  required  action  of 
to  confer  the  right  to  rescind  the  contract  (/)  ;  and  in  false  repre- 
addition  to  these,  it  must  be  shown  that  the  false  state-  ?entation 

'  inducing'  a 

ment   was   made,  either  knowingly,   that   is,  without  contract. 
belief  in  its  truth,  or  recklessly,  that  is,  without  caring 
whether  it  were  true  or  false  (^).     Where  these  con-  Motive,  as  a 
ditions  are  fulfilled,  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  that  materia", 
the  false  statement  was  made  with  the  actual  intention 
of  defrauding,  cheating   or  wrongfully   gaining  some 
advantage  over  the  party  so  deceived ;  for  if  the  state- 
ment were  made  knowingly  or  recklessly,  a  fraudulent 
intention  will  be  inferred  (h).     So  also  where  an  action 

(i)  Eorsfall  v.  Thomas,  1  H.  &  (e)  Above,  p.  686. 

C.  90 ;  see  above,  p.  686,  n.  (/),  (y)  Above,  pp.  733  sq. 

as  to  this  case.  z^a    AK^,r«   ^^r,    -toq    '■i--- 

,  \  a        1  roT  (y)  Above,  pp.  116,   tio. 

(e)  feee  above,  p.  68/.  ^•"  '  -^^  ' 

[d)  Dijcr  V.  Ilargrave,  10  Ves.  (A)  rolhill  v.    TTalter,   3   B.    & 

505,  509,   510;   Dohelly.  Stevens,  Ad.  114,  123;    Wilde  v.  Gibson,  1 

3  B.  &  C.  623  ;  Rcynell  v.  Sprye,  H.  L.  C.  605,  633;  Fcehw.  Giirmy, 

1  De  G.  M.  &  G.  660,  710 ;  Frice  L.  R.  6  H.  L.   377,  409  ;  Smith 

V.  Macemlay,   2  De  G.  M.  &  G.  v.    Chadwick,   9  App.    Cas.    187, 

339,     MQ,  ;.  Central    lii/.     Co.     of  201  ;  l>«Ty  v.  Pi-e/,,  14  App.  Cas. 

Venezuela  v  Kisch,  L.  11.  2  H.  L.  337,  305,  371,  372,  374  ;  Le  Lievre 

99,    120  ;    Redgrave  v.  Hiird,   20  v.  Gould,  1893,  1  Q.  B.  491,  498, 

Ch.  D.  1.  600. 
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OF  FRAUD,  MISREPRESENTATION, 


Principal, 
when  liable  in 
an  action  of 
deceit  for  a 
false  repre- 
sentation 
made  by  his 
asrent. 


of  deceit  is  founded,  not  on  a  false  statement  in  words, 
but  on  a  fraudulent  representation  made  hy  conduct  (as 
in  the  case  of  active  concealment  of  a  defect  (i)  ),  it 
appears   that   an    intention   to    defraud   or   cheat   the 
party  misled  is  of  the  gist  of  the  action,  but  such  inten- 
tion may  be  inferred  from  the  facts  of  the  case  (/.•) .     A 
principal  is  liable  in  an  action  of   deceit   for  a  false 
representation  made  by  his  agent,  if  it  were  untrue  or 
reckless  to  the  knowledge  of   the  principal  and  w^ere 
expressly  authorised  by  him  (/)  ;  or  if  it  were  untrue  or 
recldess  to  the  knowledge  of  the  agent  (though  not  of 
the  principal)  and  were  made  either  with  the  principal's 
express  authority  or  without  such  authority  within  the 
scope  of  the  agent's  employment  {m).     But  if  the  prin- 
cipal were  aware  of  the  untruth  or  recklessness  of  the 
statement,  and  the  agent  were  not,  and  the  representa- 
tion were  made  by  the  agent,  without  fraud  and  in  the 
honest  belief  that  it  was  true,  and  without  the  express 
authority  of  the  principal  but  within  the  scope  of  (he 
agent's  employment,  it  appears  that,  in  order  to  charge 
the  principal  in  an  action  of  deceit  {)>),  the  party  misled 
must  prove  some  conduct  positively  fraudulent  on  the 
part  of  the  principal ;  as  for  instance,  that  the  principal, 
being  aware  of  the  agent's  ignorance  of  the  true  state 
of  the  facts,  purposely  employed  him  to  transact  the 
business  with    the    object    of   avoiding    any   discovery 
which  would  or  might  be  made  by  inquiries  put  to  the 


(i)  Above,  p.  686. 

\k)  Selborne,  C,  CoaJ^s  v.  Bos- 
uell,  11  App.  Gas.  232,  236  ;  see 
the  cases  cited  below,  p.  741,  n. 
[p),  and  cf.  above,  pp.  (i82— 684. 

(/)  Rolfe,  Alderson,  BB.,  Corn- 
foot  V.  FoH-kc,  6  M.  &  W.  358, 
370,  371. 

{»))  Hern  v.  Nichols,  1  Salk. 
289 ;  Parke,  B.,  Cornfool  v.  T'ouhe, 
6  M.  &  W.  358,  373  ;  Baricick  v. 
Englixh  Joint  Stock  Hank,  L.  R.  2 
E.\.  259;  Swift  v.  Wintcrbotham, 


L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  244;  Ilackaij  v. 
Commercial  Bank  of  New  Bruns- 
u-.ck,  L.  R.  5  P.  C.  394  ;  Suire 
V.  Francis,  3  App.  Cas.  106 ; 
Jlauldsivorth  v.  Cify  of  Glasgow 
Bank,  5  App.  Cap.  317  ;  George 
Jl'/iitcchurch,  Ld.  v.  Cavanagli, 
1902,  A.  C.  117,  140;  Gihlanv. 
National,  ^-c.  Union,  1903,  2  K.  B. 
600. 

(w)  See  above,  p.  737,  as  to  the 
right  of  the  party  misled  to  re- 
scind a  contract  so  induced. 
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principal  himself.  Such  conduct  would,  it  is  considered, 
amount  to  an  active  concealment  (o)  hy  the  principal, 
for  which  he  would  be  personally  liable  (/?).  But 
unless  such  fraudulent  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  prin- 
cipal himself  could  be  shown,  it  is  thought  that  there 
would  be  no  cause  of  action  of  deceit  against  him ;  for 
he  could  not  be  liable  for  his  agent's  tort,  as  the  agent 
did  no  wrong  ;  nor  would  the  agent's  statement  amount 
to  a  tort  committed  by  the  principal  himself,  if  the 
principal  did  not  expressly  authorise  it  to  be  made,  and 
did  not  in  any  way  wrongfully  conceal  the  truth.  The 
principal  is  not  liable  for  a  fraudulent  representation  by 
his  agent  which  is  not  within  the  scope  of  the  agent's 
general  authority  {q),  or  is  made  by  the  agent  for  his 
own  personal  advantage  and  not  for  the  benefit  of  the 
principal  (/•).  The  agent  is  himself  liable  to  the  party  Agent,  where 
misled  in  an  action  of  deceit,  if  he  made  the  false 
representation  knowingly  or  recklessly  :  but  other- 
wise not  (s).  If  both  principal  and  agent  honestly 
believed  the  statement  to  be  true,  neither  is  liable  to  an 
action  of  deceit  (t).     Of  course  an  action  of  deceit  for  a  Action  of 

„,  ..!•  1  L       •    J.  L       L  deceit  may  lie 

false  representation  inducmg  one  to  enter  into  a  contract  against  one 
may  be  brought,  not  only  against  a  party  to  the  con-  JJ^^^^^PfJ^f 
tract  or  his  agent,  but  also  under  similar  conditions  {a)  tract. 
against   any   other   person,  who   has   fraudulently  (.r) 
made  a  false  statement  with  the  intent  that  the  party, 

(o)  Above,  p.  686.  and   sea  Rnhm   v.    Great   Fuxjall 

{lj)Va,vke,^.,Cornfoatv.Fowke,  Cu//soL  Ld.,   1901,    1  K.  B.  650, 

6  M.   &  W.    358,  362,  373,   374  ;  reversed  20  Times  L.  E.  720  ;  and 

above,   p.    687,   n.    («)  ;  Ludgater  cf.    ILtmhro    v.    BuriittHd,    1901, 

V.  Love,  44  L.  T.  694.  2  K.  B.  10. 

{q)    Barneit    v.    South    London  (^g)  Swift  v.  JFtiiftrbothain,  L.  R. 

Tramways  Co.,  18  Q.    B.  D.  815  ;  8    Q.    B.    244,    affirmed   on   this 

George  TFhitechurch ,  Ld.  v.  Cava-  point.  Swift  v.  Jcwshurij,  L.  R.  9 

nagh,\W2,  K.G.Ul.  Q.    B.    301;    Berrg   v.  Fed;    14 

{r)  British  Mutual  Banking  Co.  App.  Cas.  337. 

V.   Charmvood  Forest  Eg.    Co.,  18  ^^^  Vark&,^.,Cornfooty.Fowke, 

Q.  B.  D.  /14;    Thome  v.  Heard,  „ -,(/    „  -r;rr  \ro    070 

1894,  1  Ch.  599,  1895,  A.  C.  495',  ^  ^^;  \^-  ^^«'  ^ll'           „„„ 

502;   George  Whitechurch,  Ld.   v.  («)  Abo%'e,  pp.  liZ  sq.,  <  39. 

Cavanagh,  1902,  A.  C.  117,  141  ;  [x)  Above,  pp.  723,  733. 
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to  wliom  the  statement  was  made,  should  act  upon  it  or 
in  a  manner  apparently  calculated  to  induce  him  to  act 
upon  it  (//). 


Contracts  for 
Bale  of  land 
are  not  voifl- 
able  for  noL  - 
disclosure. 


Except  in 
case  of  sup- 
pression of 
defects  of 
title. 


Suppression 
of  the  exis- 
tence of 
restrictive 
covenants. 


It  has  already  been  pointed  out  (z)  that  contracts  for 
the  sale  of  land  are  not,  as  regards  defects  in  the  quality 
of  the  land  itself  or  any  building  thereon,  in  the 
class  of  contracts  uhcrrimcB  fidei ;  the  vendor  is  under  no 
obligation  to  disclose  any  such  defect,  and  if  he  merely 
keep  silence  regarding  it,  there  is  no  ground  for  the 
purchaser  to  avoid  the  contract,  or  even,  it  is  thought, 
to  resist  the  specific  performance  thereof.  The  law  is 
different,  however,  with  respect  to  the  suppression  of  a 
defect  of  title  ;  as  a  man's  title  to  land  must  necessarily 
lie  within  his  own  knowledge  alone,  and  is  not  generally 
to  be  ascertained  by  independent  investigation  {a). 
Thus  if  a  vendor  of  land  suppress  the  fact  that  it  is 
subject  to  restrictive  covenants,  or  disclose  some  only  of 
such  covenants  and  keep  silence  as  to  the  rest,  that  is 
equivalent  to  a  representation  that  the  land  is  free  from 
such  covenants  or  is  only  subject  to  those  mentioned  {h)  ; 
and  if  this  representation  induced  the  purchaser  to  make 
the  contract,  he  may  rescind  it  (cj .  And  where  a  vendor 
makes  a  special  condition  of  sale  in  general  terms  suffi- 
cient to  preclude  objection  to  some  defect  of  title,  but 
omits  to  disclose  the  defect  or  to  bring  it  to  the  pur- 
chaser's notice,  the  purchaser  may  nevertheless  resist 
the  specific  performance  of  the  contract  in  equity, 
though  he  may  be  unable  to  rescind  it  {d). 


{>j)  Polhill  V.  TFalter,  3  B.  & 
Ad.  114  ;  Lanrjridqe  v.  Levij,  2 
M.  &  W.  .519,  4  JVi.  &  W.  337  ; 
Bee  Omn  v.  Wi/hon,  30  Ch.  D.  39, 
overruled  on  the  ^ound  that  the 
rex^resentation  there  made  was 
not  fraudulent  ;  Le  Lievre  v. 
Gould,  1893,  1  Q.  B.  491,  498, 
499—501, 

(z)  Above,  pp.  081  —  085 


(«)  Above,  p.  685,  n.  (a), 
{h)  See  above,  pp.  34,  156,  640, 
041. 

(c)  Flif/ht  V.  Booth,  1  Bing. 
N.  C.  370  ;  Phillips  v.  Caldclow/h, 
L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  159 ;  above,  pp.  156, 
351  and  n.  [m),  641. 

(d)  Edvardn  v.  Wickwar,  L.  R. 
1  Eq.  08  ;  Jfcijivood  v.  Mallaliiu, 
'If)  Ch.  D.  357  ;  N'jttingham  Talent 
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Any  misrepresentation,  whether  fraudulent  or  inno-  Miarepresen- 
cent,  which  is  sufficient  to  avoid  a  contract  {c),  is  a  good  (fefonce  to  a 
defence  to  proceedings  against  the  party  misled  for  the  claim  for 
specific  performance  of  the  contract  (/).  But,  further,  performance, 
the  Court  may  refuse  to  enforce  specific  performance 
of  a  contract  at  suit  of  a  party,  who  has  innocently 
made  a  misrepresentation  to  the  other,  in  cases  where 
the  party  misled  would  have  no  right  to  rescind  the 
contract  (g) .  This  is  owing  to  the  discretionary  nature 
of  the  relief  of  ordering  specific  performance,  and  to 
the  fact  that,  in  granting  or  withholding  this  remedy, 
the  Court  may  have  regard  to  considerations  of  unfair- 
ness or  hardship  and  as  to  the  parties'  conduct,  which 
could  have  no  weight  at  law  (h).  We  have  already 
quoted  several  instances  of  innocent  misrepresentation 
affording  a  bar  to  specific  performance  but  not  confer- 
ring the  right  to  rescind  the  contract  {/i).  It  appears 
that  an  innocent  misrepresentation  may  be  a  good 
cause  for  resisting  specific  performance,  although  it 
may  not  have  actually  induced  the  party  misled  to 
make  the  agreement ;  that  is  to  say,  where  it  cannot 
reasonably  be  supposed  that  he  would  not  have  entered 
into  the  contract  except  in  the  faith  that  the  representa- 
tion was  true  (/). 

Here  we  may  mention  a  form  of  mis-statement  in  Sale  by 
connexion  with  the  sale  of  land,  which  has  not  exactly  ™^ro^o-h°^ 
the  true  characteristics  of  a  misrepresentation  inducing  fraud  of  land 

„     ,  .  mi     i.    •      to  which  the 

the  contract,  but  partakes  oi  the  same  nature,     inat  is  vendor  has 

no  title. 

Urick  and  Tile   Co.  v.   Butler,   15  H.  L.   414,    428  ;     lie    Banister, 

Q.  B.  D.  261,  16  Q.  B.  D.  778  ;  Broad  v.  Munton,  12  Ch.  D.  131, 

Re  Marsh   and  Earl  Granville,  1^  142,    147,    149;    above,   pp.   160, 

Ch.  D.  11 ;  Re  Davis  and  Caveij,  40  687. 

C^V  ^-  ^?}  ;  ,^}!?lhP;rf'  ^h  U>)   See  the   cases   stated  and 

n.  («•),  107-159,  165,  166;  and  ,;4|^^bove,  pp.  31,  32,  157-160, 

seep-  172-  165-168,685,693. 

[e)  Above,  pp.  /  33  s^. 

(/)  Above,  pp.  728,  730.  (()  See  previous  note;  and  of. 

Ig)  Lamare  v.   Dixon,  L.  R.  6  above,  pp.  722,  738. 
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Election  to 
rescind  or 
affirm  a  con- 
tract induced 
by  misrepre- 
sentation. 

Purchaser's 
right  to 
tpecific 
performance 
"with  com- 
pensation. 

Election  to 
rescind  must 
be  made 


where  a  man  by  mistake  or  inadvertence,  or  through 
fraud,  sells  some  property,  of  which  he  is  not  entitled 
to  disj)ose  (/.•).  In  this  case  there  will,  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  things,  he  a  breach  of  his  obligation  to  show 
a  good  title.  We  have  seen  (/)  that  such  a  breach  of 
the  vendor's  obligation  under  the  contract  will  justify 
the  purchaser  in  rescinding  it :  but  in  these  circum- 
stances the  right  of  rescission  is  founded  rather  on  the 
fact  that  the  vendor  cannot  deliver  the  article  con- 
tracted for,  than  on  a  false  rej^resentation  inducing  the 
purchaser's  consent.  At  the  same  time  the  vendor,  by 
making  the  contract  of  sale,  impliedly  represents  that 
he  has  the  proj^erty  described  to  dispose  of;  and  it  is 
on  the  ground  of  his  estoppel  by  this  representation 
that  the  Court  allows  the  purchaser  to  claim  specific 
performance  with  compensation,  where  the  vendor  has 
good  right  to  a  part,  but  not  the  whole,  of  the  property 
sold  (w).  And  if  this  implied  representation  were 
fraudulently  made,  the  same  consequences  follow  as  if 
there  had  been  a  positive  assertion  in  words  of  the 
vendor's  ownership,  and  that  representation  had  induced 
the  other  to  enter  into  the  contract  (n). 

As  before  mentioned  (o),  a  person  induced  by  mis- 
representation, whether  fraudulent  or  innocent,  to  enter 
into  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land,  has  the  option  of 
rescinding  or  affirming  it :  but  the  contract  is  voidable 
only,  not  voiJ,  and  remains  good  until  set  aside.  If 
the  party  so  misled,  being  the  purchaser,  elect  to  affirm 
the  agreement,  he  may,  as  a  rule,  enforce  specific  per- 
formance with  compensation  for  the  deficiency  ;  and  the 
limits  of  his  right  in  this  respect  have  been  already 
explained  (p).  If  the  party  misled  propose  to  rescind 
the  contract,  his  election  to  do  so  must  be  made  within 


{k)   Above,  pp.  636,  G-iO,  G42. 
(I)   Above,  p.  727. 
{m)   Above,  p.  636. 


{>/)  Above,  pp.  577,  736. 
(o)  Above,  pp.  723,  729. 
Ip)   Above,  pp.  626—644,  729. 


DURESS  AND  UNDUE  INFLUENCE. 


745 


a  reasonable  time  after  the  discovery  of  the  misrepre- 
sentation ;  for  long  delay  in  claiming  rescission  after  be 
has  become  aware  of  the  true  facts  may  be  evidence  of 
an  intention  to  affirm  the  contract  {q).  And  bis  election 
to  rescind  the  contract  must  be  communicated  to  the 
other  party  (r).  If  he  elect  to  rescind  the  contract,  he 
is  entitled  to  take  active  proceedings  under  the  equitable 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court  to  have  the  agreement  set 
aside  and  cancelled ;  he  is  not  obliged  to  wait  for  this 
relief  until  he  is  sued  thereon  by  the  other  party  (.?), 
Election  to  affirm  the  agreement  may  not  only  be 
expressly  declared,  but  may  be  inferred  from  the  acts 
of  the  party  concerned  (/"),  as  by  a  purchaser's  exer- 
cising acts  of  ownership  in  respect  of  the  property 
bought  (u).  When  the  j)arty  misled,  being  aware  of 
the  misrepresentation  made,  has  once  elected  to  affirm 
the  contract,  he  cannot  afterwards  rescind  it  {.>■).  And 
where  through  the  act  of  the  person  entitled  otherwise 
to  avoid  the  contract  it  has  become  impossible  to  restore 
the  parties  to  their  former  position,  the  contract  can  no 


within  a 

reasonable 

time. 


Must  be  com- 
municated. 


Election  may 
be  evideacei 
by  acts. 


No  rescission 
after  an 
election  to 
affirm  the 
contract. 

Nor  where 
by  the  act  of 
the  party 
claiming'  to 


(q)  Clouyh  v.  London  and  Xoith 
JFesteru  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  7  Ex.  26, 
34,  35  ;  Morrison  v.  Universal 
Marine  Insurance  Co.,  L.  E,.  8 
Ex.  197,203;  Lindsay  Petroleum 
Co.  V.  Hard,  L.  R.  5  P.  C.  221, 
239  sq.  ;  Erlanger  v.  New  Sombrero 
Fhosphate  Co.,  3  App.  Cas.  1218, 
1277  ;  Ee  Duncan,  1899,  1  Ch. 
387,  390  ;  and  see  Charter  v.  Tre- 
velyan,  11  CI.  &  Fin.  714,  720; 
Imperial  Ottoman  Bunk  \.  Trustees, 
^■c.  Corp.,  13  R.  287.  If  the  party 
misled  point  out  the  misrepresen- 
tation, and  the  other  make  pro- 
posals for  removing-  its  effect,  the 
right  of  rescission  is  only  sus- 
pended and  may  be  exercised,  if 
the  proposils  fall  through  ;  Tib- 
halts  V.  Boulter,  73  L   T.  534. 

(>•)  Bwlch-y-Plwm  Lead  Min'iiy 
Co.  V.  Baynes,  L.  R.  2  Ex.  324  ; 
Ashley's  case,  L.  R.  9  Eq.  263  ; 
and  see  He  Duncan,  1899,  1  Ch. 
337,  390. 

VV. — II. 


(s)  Above,  pp.  728,  730—732  ; 
Hoare  v.  Brcmridye,  L.  R.  8  Ch.  22, 
26 ;  London  and  Provincial  Insurance 
Co.  V.  Seymour,  L.  R.  17  Eq.  85. 
If  sued,  he  may  counter-claim  for 
rescission  ;  Eedyrave  v.  Ilurd,  20 
Ch.  D.  1  ;  Smith  v.  Land  and 
House  Property  Corp.,  28  Ch.  D. 
7.  But  a  claim  to  rescind  the 
contract  for  misrepresentation 
cannot  be  made  in  a  vendor  and 
purchaser  summons  ;  Re  Hughes 
and  Ashley's  Contract,  1900,  2  Ch. 
595. 

{t)  Clouqh  V.  London  and  Xortk 
Western  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  7  Ex.  26, 
37. 

(m)  E.vpte.  Briggs,  L.  R.  1  Eq. 
483  ;  Scholey  v.  Central  Ri/.  Co.  of 
Venezuela,  L.  R.  9  Eq.  266,  n.  ; 
cf.  above,  pp.  151,  152. 

(x)  Clo'igh  V.  London  and  North 
TVestcrn  Ry.  Co.,  L.  R.  7  Ex.  26, 
34. 
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rescind 
restitutio  in 
intcgrion  has 
become 
impossible. 


No  rescission 
as  against  a 
purchaser  for 
value  ■without 
notice. 


No  rescission 
for  innocent 
mi>represen- 
tation  after 
completion. 


longer  be  rescinded  {y) .  Thus  if  one  induced  to  pui-- 
chase  mines  by  a  fraudulent  misrepresentation  have 
entered  into  possession  and  worked  the  mines,  he  cannot 
afterwards  rescind  the  contract  (~).  But  this  rule  only 
applies  where  the  act  of  tJw  parti/  claiming  to  rescind 
has  made  complete  restitution  impossible.  The  defraud- 
ing party  cannot  resist  rescission  on  the  ground  that  liis 
act  has  prevented  the  possibility  of  such  restitution  [a) . 
Thus  on  a  sale  of  mines  voidable  at  the  vendor's 
instance,  he  may  set  aside  the  sale,  notwithstanding 
tliat  the  purchaser  has  worked  them  (b).  As  was 
pointed  out  in  the  previous  chapter,  the  right  to  set 
aside  a  contract  of  sale  or  a  conveyance  of  lands  induced 
by  fraud  cannot  be  enforced,  either  at  law  or  in  equity, 
as  against  any  person  who  has  acquired  the  land  sold, 
or  any  part  thereof  or  interest  therein,  as  a  purchaser 
for  valuable  consideration  in  good  faith  and  without 
notice  of  the  fraud  (r).  A  fortiori,  the  equity  to  set  aside 
a  contract  for  innocent  misrepresentation  would  not 
be  enforceable  against  any  such  purchaser.  In  the  case 
of  innocent  misrepresentation,  however,  this  point  can 
hardly  arise ;  since  it  is  held  that  contracts  for  the  sale 
of  land  induced  by  innocent  misrepresentation  cannot 
be  set  aside  after  completion  {(I)  ;  and  the  plea  of  pur- 
chase for  value  without  notice  cannot  be  set  up  by  an 
assignee  of  the  benefit  of  the  contract,  whilst  it  remains 
a  mere  chose  in  action  (p).  Subject  to  the  limitations 
indicated  in  this  paragraph,  a  contract  to  sell  land  may, 
if  induced  by  fraud,  be  set  aside  after  as  well  as  before 


(y)  Clarke  v.  Dickson,  E.  B.  & 
E.  148  ;  Western  Bank  of  Scotland 
V.  Addie,  L.  R.  1  So.  145,  159, 
165  ;  Erlanger  v.  Xeiv  Sombrero 
Phosphate  Co.,  3  App.  Gas.  1218, 
1278  ;  Romer,  J.,  liees  v.  I)e  Ber- 
nardi),  189G,  2  Ch.  437,  446. 

[z')  See  Vigers  v.  Pike,  8  CI.  & 
Fin.  562,  650  ;  Mosti/n  v.  West 
MoHtyn  Coal  andiron  Co.,  1  C.  P. 


D.  145,  149. 

(«)  Phosphate  Sewaqe  Co.  v. 
Hartmont,  5  Ch.  D.  394,  448,  449, 
452  ;  Pees  v.  Be  Bernardi),  1896,  2 
Ch.  437,  446. 

{h)  See  Gresley  v.  Mousley,  4 
De  G.  &  J.  78. 

(c)  Above,  p.  674. 

\d)  Above,  pp.  730—732. 

{e)  Above,  pp.  675,  676. 
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completion  ( /').  And  as  we  have  seen,  an  action  can  be 
maintained,  after  completion,  to  recover  damages  at 
law  for  a  false  representation  innocently  made  in  con- 
nexion witli  the  formation  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of 
land,  if  the  representation  amounted  to  a  warranty 
collateral  to  the  contract,  but  otherwise  not  (,(/). 

The  riglit  to  rescind  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  By  what 

on  the  ground  of  misrepresentation,  fraudulent  or  inno-  right  of 

cent,  is  not  personal  to  the  eontractinff  party;  it  may  rescission  la 
.  ^  ,  .  o    1        ./  '  J    exercisable. 

be  exercised  by  his  representatives  after  his  death  ;  and 

in  the  vendor's  case,  the  right  forms  part  of  his  real 
estate,  and  the  benefit  thereof  will  belong  to  his  heir  or 
devisee  [h).  So  also  the  contracting  party's  assigns  in 
his  lifetime  by  operation  of  law,  who  take  the  benefit  of 
the  contract,  as  his  trustee  in  bankruptcy  (/),  have  the 
same  election  to  avoid  or  confirm  it  as  he  had  himself. 
The  vendor's  right  to  set  aside  after  completion  a  con- 
tract for  the  sale  of  land  induced  by  fraud  appears  to 
be  so  far  an  interest  in  the  land  that  it  is  devisable  by 
his  will,  and  will  pass  under  a  general  devise  of  all  his 
real  estate  (A-).  It  has  been  held,  however,  that  an 
assignment  by  act  inter  vivos  of  a  bare  right  of  suit  in 
equity  to  set  aside  a  conveyance  or  a  release  for  fraud 
is  obnoxious  to  the  laws  of  maintenance  and  champerty 
and  is  therefore  void  (/)  :  but  such  an  assignment  may 
be  made  by  a  trustee  in  bankruptcy  under  the  special 
provisions  of  the  Bankruptcy  laws  (///).  If  either  the  Assignee  of  a 
vendor  or  the  purchaser  assign  over  the  whole  benefit  tract^pendhlg 


completion. 


(/)  Above,  pp.  5/7,  578,  728,  {k)   Girslri/  v.  Momhy,  4  De  G. 

729.  &  J.  78,  93. 

^?1  o^°'^,'  I'P;  ^^°'  ^^7,';  v"^"  1  (0   ^■'•o.s.scr  V.  Edmonds,  1  Y.  & 

(A)  See   Ircrdyan  v.    11  hite,   1  ^^^^   ^g^    ^^,  Hoghton  v.  Monnj, 

^T;-  fli   ^'^:";''V-  ^'''"I'T'  L.   R.  2  Ch.   161,    1G9;    IliU  v. 

2   De    G.    M.    &    G.    623,    630  ;  ^'^^'''  ^-  ^-  *  ^^-  -*^^- 

Gredey  v.  Mouslnj.  4  De  G.  «&  J.  {in)  Scear  v.  Lauson,  15  Ch.  D. 

78,  93  ;  above,  pp'.  461  sq.,  468.  426  ;   Guy  v.  ChunhiU,  40  Ch.  D. 

(i)  Above,  i>p.  479,   481.     See  A^\\  anAsee  Be  Park  Gate  Waggon 

also,  p.  495.  JVorks  Co.,  17  Ch.  D.  234. 
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of  the  contract  pending  completion  {ii)  without  being 
aware  of  some  misrepresentation  by  the  other  party 
sufficient  to  avoid  the  contract,  it  appears  that  the 
assignee,  for  whom  the  assignor  would  be  a  trustee  of 
all  his  rights  under  the  contract,  would  have  the  benefit 
of  the  option  to  rescind  or  affirm  the  contract,  and  of 
the  right  to  specific  performance  with  compensation. 
But  if  the  assignor  were  aware  of  the  misrepresentation 
when  he  assigned  over  the  benefit  of  the  contract,  then 
it  seems  that  the  assignment,  being  the  exercise  of  an 
act  of  ownership,  would  be  evidence  of  an  election  to 
affirm  the  contract  (o)  ;  and  in  such  case  it  appears  that 
the  assignee  could  no  more  rescind  the  contract  than 
the  assignor  himself  {])).  But  the  assignee  wovild  have 
the  original  contractor's  right  to  claim  compensation  in 
proceedings  either  for  specific  performance  or  for  breach 
of  any  warranty  implied  in  the  representation  (7). 


Against  what 
persons  the 
right  of 
rescission  is 
exercisable. 


The  right  of  rescission  is  exercisable,  with  the 
limitations  above  mentioned,  against  the  other  party's 
representatives  after  his  death,  his  assigns  for  value  or 
otherwise  of  the  benefit  of  the  contract  so  long  as  it 
remains  a  mere  chose  in  action  (/•),  and  in  the  case  of  a 
purchaser,  against  his  assigns,  taking  by  o^^eration  of 
law  [s)  or  by  his  own  act,  but  either  gratuitously  {f)  or 
on  purchase  uu'fh  notice  of  the  fraud  {u),  of  the  property 
purchased  or  any  interest  therein. 


An  action  of  deceit  for  a  false  representation,  whereby 

las  suffered 

under    stat.    4    Edw.    III.    c.    7  (.r),   by   his 


Action  of 

tainable  af°er    ^  man's  personal  estate  has  suffered  damage,  is  main 

death  of  party  tainable 

deceived. 


(«)  Above,  p.  499. 

(o)  Above,  p.  745. 

Ip)  Above,  p.  74.5. 

(//)  Above,  pp.  723 — 725,  727 — 
730,  744  ;  aiid  see  below,  p.  749. 

(r)  Above,  p.  675. 

(*)  load  v.  Green,  15  M.  &  W. 
216,  221. 


(t)  Bridgcman  v.  Green,  Wilm. 
58,  64,  65. 

(m)  Trevelyan  v.  White,  1  Beav. 
588;  Charter  v.  Trevelyan ,  11  CI. 
&  Fin.  714. 

{x)  See  Wms.  Pers.  Prop.  143, 
loth  ed. 


deceiving 
party. 
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executors  or  administrators  after  his  doatliO/).  But  an  But  not  of 
action  to  recover  daniiiges  for  deceit  cannot,  in  general, 
be  maintained  after  the  death  of  tlie  deceiving  party  (c). 
If,  however,  the  wrong  were  done  Avithin  six  calendar 
months  before  the  wrongdoer's  death  {a),  it  is  thought 
that  an  action  would  he  maintainable  therefor  against  his 
executors  or  administrators  under  stat.  13  &  4  Will.  IV. 
c.  42,  p.  2  (b).  For  as  the  per.'sonal  representatives  of 
the  party  deceived  may  sue  for  the  wrong  done,  as 
being  an  injury  to  his  personal  estate  (c),  it  appears 
that  the  cause  of  action  must  be  a  wrong  done  in 
respect  of  his  property  within  the  meaning  of  that 
statute  (f/) .  The  direct  assignment  of  a  bare  right  of 
action  of  deceit  appears  to  be  obnoxious  to  the  laws 
of  maintenance  and  champerty  and  to  be  void  on  that 
account  (e).  But  it  may  be  contended  that,  where  the 
whole  benefit  of  a  contract  induced  by  fraud  has  been 
assigned  over  in  good  faith  and  for  value,  pending 
completion  and  before  the  discovery  of  the  fraud  (/), 
the  assignee  should  be  entitled,  if  he  elect  to  affirm  the 
contract,  to  succeed  by  subrogation  to  all  the  assignor's 
rights  to  compensation  for  the  fraud ;    and  should  be 


(y)   Till/cross  v.  Grant,  4  C.  P.  lie  ll'iin.amcs,  52  L.  T.  41. 

D.  40  ;  and  see  Ilatchardv.  Mt'ffe,  (c)  Note  (//),  above. 

18  Q.  B.  D.  771 ;  Oal:cy\.  Lalton,  {d)  See  also  Er^kinc  v.  Adcane, 

35  Ch.  D.  700.  L.  R.  8  Ch.  7.56,  7G0  ;  Morgan  v. 

[z)  Peek   V.    Gnrnoj,    L.    R.    6  Itaveu.  30  L.  J.   Ex.  131  ;  Jenks 

H.    L,.    377,     392  ;    Re    Duncan,  v.  Ciijdcn,  1897,  1  Ch.  C94. 

1899,    1    Ch.    3^7.       It   appears  {e)  Above,    p.    747;    Co.   Litt. 

from  the  latter    case    that    the  368b ;    Vin.    Abr.    Maintenance 

sugfjestions      to      the      contrary  (B.,  C.)  ;    Prosser  v.   Edmonds,   1 

thi-own  out  in  Tin/cross  v.  Grant,  Y.    &    C.    481  ;    De    Hoghton    v. 

4   C.   P.   D.   40,  42.  46,  47,  were  iVoney,   L.    R.   2   Ch.    164,    169; 

not  well  founded  in  law.  Pall  v.   Warwick-,  50  L.  J.  C.  P. 

(«)  See  Kirk  V.  Toid,  21  Ch.  D.  D.  382  ;  James  v.  Kerr,  40  Ch.  D. 

484.  449  ;    Gng  v.  ChnrchiU,  40  Ch.  D. 

{b)  See  "Wm?.  Pers.  Prop.  145,  481,  485.     The  question,  to  what 

loth   ed.      The  action  must   be  extent  a  right  of  action  in  tort 

brought     within     six     calendar  is  assignable,  is  discussed  by  the 

mouths   after  the    executors    or  writer  in   L.  Q    R.  x.  147  sq., 

administrators  have  taken   upon  and  Wras.  Pers.  Prop.,  148 — 150, 

themselves  the  administration  of  loth  ed. 

the  deceased  person's  estate.    See  (/)  See  above,  pp.  747,  748. 
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enabled  to  sue  the  wrongdoer  for  damages  at  law  in 
the  as^ignor's  name  in  the  same  manner  as  an  insurer, 
who  has  paid  compensation  for  damages  caused  by  a 
wrong,  may  have  the  benefit  of  any  action  maintainable 
against  the  wrongdoer  for  the  tort  {(j). 


On  what 

terms  the 
contract  ■will 
be  resLinded 
before  com- 
pletion. 


Purchaser's 
lien,  where 
the  contract 
is  rescinded. 


If  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  be  lawfully  rescinded, 
before  completion,  on  the  ground  of  misrepresentation, 
the  party  rescinding  is  entitled  to  be  recouped  all  pay- 
ments made  and  expenses  incurred  by  him  in  the 
discharge  of  any  obligation  imposed  on  him  by  the 
contract,  and  to  be  indemnified  against  all  liabilities 
assumed  by  him  pursuant  to  any  such  obligation  :  but 
he  is  not  entitled,  where  the  misrepresentation  was 
not  fraudulent,  to  recover  damages  for  what  may  be 
called  his  collateral  losses— those  which  were  not  occa- 
sioned by  or  in  the  course  of  his  discharge  of  some  duty 
under  the  contract  (//).  Thus  if  the  party  rescinding  be 
the  purchaser,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  his  deposit  or 
any  other  instalment  of  his  purchase  money  paid  by 
him,  with  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  4/.  per  cent, 
per  annum,  and  to  be  recouped  his  expenses  of  the 
investigation  of  title  (/) ;  and  he  has  a  lien  on  the  land 
sold  for  the  amount  so  due  to  Lim  until  repayment  (/•). 
But  if  one  be  induced  to  buy  land  by  a  false  represen- 


(ff)  See  Jia/idal  v.  Cockran,  1 
Ves.  sen.  98  ;  Mason  v.  fiainshunj, 

3  Doug.  61,  64  ;    YaUs  v.  Whyte, 

4  Bing.  N.  C.  272,  283,  284  ; 
iSiiiipsnn  V.  TJwmson,  3  App.  Cas. 
279,  284—286,  290—295  ;  Castel- 
lain  V.  Preston,  11  Q.  B.  D  380, 
388,  403,  404  ;  King  v.  Victoria 
Insurance  Co.,  1890,  A.  C.  250  ; 
Wms.  Pers.  Prop.,  149,  150,  15th 
ed.  ;  L.  Q.  R.  x.  160,  151,  156, 
157. 

(h)  Redgrave  v.  Html,  20  Ch. 
D.  1  ;  Newbigging  v.  Adam,  34 
Ch.  D.  682,  589,  593—595,  596  ; 


Adam  V.  Newbigging,  13  App.  Cap. 
308,  324,  331  ;  Jfliittington  v. 
Seale-Hayne,  82  L.  T.  49,  51. 

(i)  Smith  V.  Land  and  House 
Properiij  Corp.,  28  Ch.  D.  7,  9. 

(/.)  IVgthes  v.  Lee,  3  Drew. 
396  ;  Rose  v.  Watson,  10  H.  L.  C. 
071,  082  ;  Aberaman  Ironworks  v. 
Wickcn^,  L.  R.  4  Ch.  101,  109, 
110  ;  M>icock  V.  Beatson,  13  Ch.  D. 
384  ;  li'hitbrcad  ^-  Co.  v.  Watt, 
1901,  1  Ch.  911,  1902,  1  Ch. 
835  ;  Kitton  v.  Ilewctt,  1904, 
W.  N.  21  ;  and  see  Ridout  v. 
Fotrler.  1904,  1  Ch.  658. 
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tation  innocently  made  that  it  is  fit  for  the  purposes  of 
some  particular  business,  and  enter  into  possession 
pending  completion,  but  pursuant  to  the  contract,  and 
carry  on  the  business  there  at  a  loss,  and  then  discover 
the  untruth  of  the  representation  and  rescind  in  con- 
sequence, he  cannot  recover  compensation  for  his  losses 
in  the  business  (/) .  If  the  vendor  of  land  rescind  the  con- 
tract, pending  completion,  because  of  misrepresentation, 
it  is  submitted*  that,  on  the  principles  above  stated,  he 
is  entitled  to  be  recouped  his  expenses  of  proving  his 
title  pursuant  to  the  obligation  in  that  behalf  imposed 
upon  him  by  the  contract.  But  it  seems  questionable 
whether  either  party  rescinding  for  innocent  misrepre- 
sentation can  recover  his  expenses  of  entering  into  the 
agreement ;  this  loss  seems  to  be  in  the  nature  of 
damage  suffered  by  reason  of  the  representation  rather 
than  outlay  made  in  discharge  of  an  obligation  im- 
posed by  the  contract  {in).  If,  however,  the  represen- 
tation were  fraudulent,  the  defrauded  party  would  be 
entitled  to  recover  all  damages  attributable  to  the 
fraud,  and  he  would  certainly  have  the  right  to  be 
re-imbursed  these  expenses  (»)  ;  and  it  appears  that,  in 


(l)    Wli'iftingfon  \.  Sadc-JIai/iic,  for  misrepresentation,  innocent  or 

82  Ij.  T.  49.    it  is  submitted  that  fraudulent,  before  completion  but 

this  case  and  those  cited  above,  after    the    purchaser    has   taken 

p.  732,  n.  (c),  show  that  it  is  no  possession  under  the  contract,  it 

bar  to  the  right  to  rescind  a  con-  is  thought  that  the  like  accounts 

tract  for  innocent  misrepresenta-  would  be  ordered  to  be  taken,  for 

tion  that  the  purchaser  has  taken  the    purpose    of     replacing    the 

possession,    pending   completion,  parties  in  their  former  position, 

in  pur.-uance  of  the  contract ;  and  as  are  directed  when  the  contract 

that  under  the  present  law  the  is  set  aside  for  fraud  after  com- 

case  of  Blackburn  v.  Smit/i,  2  Ex.  plction  ;  see  below,  p.  752. 
783,  isno  longer  of  authority  on  ,    .  ^j^^^^  expenses  are  recover- 

thispomt;  and  see  above,  pp.  lol  ^^^^  '^^  damages  for  breach  of  the 

lo2     _  The    mere    occupation   ot  ^^^^^.^^^^  ,    j^„„,j-     y.  I'admd;  5 

land  IS  not  considered,  in  equity  j^^    ^j- 
at  least,  to  prevent  rcstitiido  hi 

integrum  :  although  the  commis-  {it)    Edwardx    v.    McLeay,    G-. 

sion    of    waste,    as    in    working  Coop.    308,   318,  2  Swanst.    287, 

mines,    may   have    that    effect;  289;   Jierrt/ v.  Armisfead,  2  Keen, 

above,  p.  746.     Where  a  contract  221,  229;  Hart  v.  Swaine,  7  Ch. 

for  the  sale  of  land  is  rescinded  D.  42,  47. 
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On  -what 
terms  the 
contract  will 
be  rescinded 
after  comple- 
tion. 


the  case  of  a  defrauded  pureliaser,  he  should  have  a  lien 
for  them  (o) . 

If  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  he  set  aside,  on  the 
ground  of  fraud,  after  completion,  the  vendor  rescinding 
is  entitled,  not  only  to  he  restored  to  the  possession  of 
the  land,  hut  also  to  recover  the  amount  of  the  rents 
and  profits  thereof  daring  the  time  when  the  purchaser 
was  in  possession  ;  and  the  purchaser  must  account  for 
all  rents  and  profits,  which  he  has  received,  and  will  he 
charged  with  an  occupation  rent  for   any  part  of  the 
land  which  he  has  occupied  himself  {p).     The  vendor  is 
also  entitled  to  recover  his  expenses  incurred  in  con- 
nexion with  the  sale  {q) .     On  the  other  hand,  the  vendor 
must  return  the  purchase  money  wdth  interest  at  the 
rate  of  4/.  per  cent,  per  annum  (y).     And  the  purchaser 
will  he  entitled  to  an  allowance  for  all  necessary  out- 
goings and  also,  it  seems,  for  suhstantial  repairs  and 
lasting  improvements  (s).     Similarly,  the  purchaser  so 
rescinding  is  entitled  to  be  repaid  the  purchase  money 
with  interest  at  the  same  rate  and  his  expenses  incurred 
in  connexion  with  the  purchase  {q),  hut  must  account 
for  the  rents  and  profits  received  by  him  and  pay  an 
occupation  rent  for  any  land  in  hand ;  and  he  is  entitled 
to  the  like  allowance  for  necessary  outgoings,  substantial 
repairs  and  improvements  (r).     But  it  seems  that,  if  an 
action  be  brought  to  set  aside  the  conveyance,  any  claim 
to  an  allowance  for  substantial  repairs  and  improvements 
ought  to  be  specially  made  {f).     If  the  amount  charge- 


{o)  Sec  Mycock  v.  Beatson,  13 
Ch.  D.  386;  and  the  cases  cited 
in  the  previous  note. 

{ ]))  Donovan  v.  Frkler,  Jac. 
165  ;  Tievelijan  v.  White,  1  Beav. 
588  ;  affirmed,  Charter  v.  Tre- 
velyan,  11  CI.  &  Fin.  713;  Hay- 
garth  V.  Wcariny,  L.  R.  12  Eq. 
320,  330. 

(q)  Edwarch  v.  McLcay,  G. 
Coop.   308,  313,  2  Swanst.   2S7, 


289  ;  Berry  v.  Armistead,  2  Keen, 
221,  229  ;  Hart  v.  Swaine,  7  Ch. 
D.  42,  47. 

(*•)  See  Silkstone,  ^-c.  Co.  v.  EJeif, 
1900,  1  Ch.  167,  171.  £4  per 
cent,  still  appears  to  be  the  rate 
of  interest  chargeable  ;  see  also 
He  Hunt,  1902,  2  Ch.  318,  n. 

(v)  See  notes  (/?),  {q),  above. 

[t)  Edtcards  v.  3IeLeay,  G. 
Coop.   308,  318.   2  Swanst.  287 
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able  against  the  purchaser  for  rents  and  profits  exceed 

the  interest  on  the  purchase  money,  the  accounts  may 

he  directed  to  he  taken  with  annual  rests,  so  that  tlie 

excess  of  tlie  profits  above  the  interest  may  be  applied 

in  reduction  of  the  principal  (ii)  :    but  a   special  case 

must   be   made  out    for   taking  the   accounts    in   this 

way  (r).    The  purchaser  may  in  a  proper  ease  be  directed  'Whether 

to  account  for  any  rents  and  profits  which  he  might,  ehargeable  on 

but   for    his   wilful    default,  have    received :    but    it  *^.^/""*";^  !"} 

^  -tt-ilful  default. 

appears  that  special  cnx'umstances  must  be  shown 
in  order  to  obtain  this  direction  (.r).  A  special  case 
certainly  seems  necessary  to  charge  the  purchaser  on 
the  footing  of  wilful  default,  where  he  is  the  party 
defrauded  (//).  But  where  the  fraud  was  his,  he 
would,  it  is  thought,  be  more  readily  charged  on 
that  footing  (;:).  The  purchaser  is  not  chargeable 
with  interest  on  the  rents  and  profits  for  which  he 
is  accountable  (r^) .  But  where  the  vendor  is  entitled 
to  rescind  ((^),  the  purchaser  is  chargeable  with  any 
depreciation  in  the  value  of  the  land  caused  by 
any  act  of  Avaste  or  deterioration,  which  he  has  com- 
mitted {c). 


289 ;   see  also  Baugh  v.  Price,   1  D' E.sic,  2  Y.  &  C.  C.  C.  542,  581, 

Wils  K.B.  320,322;  llinigarthv.  reversed  as  mentioned  above,  n. 

Wearing,  L.  R.  12  Eq.  3'20,  330.  (.r).     But  it  is  submitted  that  this 

ill)  Donovan    v.    Irkhcr,   Jac.  was  cleaily  -wrong-;    see  Hmcell 

165.  V.  Hoivell,  2  Mj'.  &  Cr.  478,  -iSti. 

(r)  Necsom  v.  Clarkson,  4  Hare,  (;)  See  Iloicell  v.  Hoicell,  2  My. 

97.  105.  &  Cr.  478,  486  ;  Achiitis  v.  Sirorder, 

{x)  See  the  cases  cited  in  notes  2  De  G.  J.  &  S.  44,  61  ;   Tdfe  v. 

{p),{q),aho\e;  Howell V.  Bouell,  2  Williamson,     L.    R.     2    Ch.    55; 

My.  &  Cr.   4  78,  486;   Murray  v.  Seton  on  Decrees,  2320,  6th  ed.; 

Falmer,  2  Seh.   &  Lef.   474,  4*^9,  Silkstonc,  S,c.  Co.  v.  Edoj,  l&OO,  I 

-«'here  however  the  decree  made  Ch.  1(37. 
does  not  accord  with   the  jndg-  ^  .   g^^  ^^^^^  ^j^^^  ^^^^^^  ^^^^3 

"^Z^  'n  ^.'ff  LT-  'a    }rr-n  {p),  io)  •   Silkstone,  %c.  Co.  t.  Edey, 

C.C.C.  542,581;  reversed,  7F( We  lomi    iPK    ifi7 
V.  Gibson,  1  H.   L.   C.  605,  6S6  ;  ,'  I  ^    ,       ''        ,,, 

Frees  V.   Coke,  L.  R.   6  Ch.  645,  {^')  See  above,  p.  /46. 

651  ;  above,  p.  449.  ,  [c)  See  Expte.  Bennett,  10  Ves. 

(y)  Such   an   account  was  di-  381,400,401;  Robinson  v.  Ridlcg, 

rected  as  against  a  purchaser  held  6  Madd.  2  ;    Gresley  v.  3Iousley, 

entitled  to  rescind  in   Gibson  v.  4  De  G.  &  J.  78. 


*-54  OF  FRAUD,  MISREPRESENTATION, 

Forged  In  connexion  with  the  subject  of  fraud,  it  may  be 

mentioned  that  a  forged  document,  whether  it  be  a  deed 
or  a  simple  writing",  is,  as  a  rule,  an  absolute  nullity  ('/). 
If  it  be  a  conveyance,  no  interest  passes  thereby  (e)  ;  if 
it  be  a  power  of  attorney,  it  confers  no  authority  (/) ; 
and  if  it  take  the  form  of  a  contract,  it  imposes  no 
liability  on  any  party  whose  seal  or  signature  thereto  is 
forged  (g).  And  if  it  assume  the  shape  of  a  negotiable 
instrument,  it  acquires  no  validity  in  the  hands  of  a 
purchaser  for  value  in  good  faith  and  without  notice  of 
the  forgery  (/?).  A  forgery,  being  an  illegal  act,  cannot, 
strictly  speaking,  be  ratified  by  the  person  whose  seal 
Adoption  of  a  or  Signature  is  counterfeited  (/).  But  the  seal  or  sig- 
strument"  nature,  or  the  forged  document,  may  be  adopted  by  him 
as  his  own  and  may  acquire  validity  as  against  him 
under  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  by  conduct  (/.•).  Thus 
if  one  admit  or  represent  a  forged  document  to  have 
been  signed  or  sealed  by  him,  he  will  be  liable  there- 
under to  any  person  who  has  altered  his  position  on 
the  faith  of  this  representation  (/).  So  if  one  endorse 
a  forged  bill  of  exchange,  he  will  be  liable  thereon  to 

((/)  Johnson  V.  Windle,  3  Bing.  3  E.  &  B.  683  :  Bobbett  v.  Pinkctt, 

N.  C.  225;  Jiubarts  v.  Tucker,  16  1    Ex.    D.    368,    374;  Arnold  v. 

Q.  B.  560  ;   Brockksh;/  v.  Temper-  Cheque   Bank,    1    C.   P.   D.   578  ; 

unc:  Biig.   Soc,  1S93,   3  Ch.  130,  Capital  and  Counties  BcDik  v.  Gor- 

135,   137,   1895,  A.  C.  173,  184;  don,  1903,  A.  C.  240. 

Ruben  n.  Great FingallComol.,Ld.,  k\  j^y^^i-  y    Hook,  L.  R.  6  Ex. 

20  Times  L.  R.  720.  89. 

(e)  Boursot  v.  Savage,  L.  R.  2  /;\    ai  caa 

■o       loj       T>     /^  on  r<v.    T\  [k)  Above,  p.  668. 

Eq.    134;    Re  Cooper,  20  Ch.  D.  ^  '  '  ^ 

611  ;  Barton  v.  North   Staffs.  Ry.  (l)  Leach  v.  Buchanan,  4  Esp. 

Co.,    38    Ch.    D.    458;    Jared  v.  '226  ;  Ashpifcl  v.  Bn/an,  3  B.  &  S. 

Clements,  1903,  1  Ch.  428.  474,492,493;  M'Eenzie  Y.British 

(/)  Bank  of  Ireland  v.  Trustees  Zinen   Co.,  6  App.  Cas.   82,  99 — 

of  Evans''    Charities,  5  H.  L.  C.  101,  109  ;  and  see  Re  Bahia  and 

389  ;   Corp.  of  Staple  v.  Bank  of  San  Francisco  Ri/.   Co.,   L.   R.   3 

England,  'nQ..'R.'D.\6Q;   Oliver  Q.    B.     584;     Simm    v.    Anglo- 

V.  Bank  of  Em/land,  1901,  1  Ch.  Ameriran   Telegraph  Co.,  5  Q.   B. 

652,  654  ;  affirmed,    1902,   1   Ch.  D.     188  ;    Shaw    v.    Fort    Philip 

010,  and  1903,  A.  C.  114.  Gold  Mining   Co.,    13    Q.    B.    D. 

(//)  See    note    [d),    above,    and  103  ;   Sheffield   Corp.    v.    Barclay, 

next  note.  1903,    2   K.    B.    580  ;    Ruben  v. 

{h)  Esdaile\.LaNauze,\Y.kC  Great  Fingall  Consol.,  Ld.,  1904, 

Ex.  394  ;  Fearn  v.  Filica,  7  Man.  1  K.  B.  650,  reversed,  20  Times 

A:  Gr.  513 ;  Burchfield  v.  Moore,  L.  R.  720. 
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a  holder  in  due  course  (>ii).     Money  paid  on  the  faith  Recovery  of 

.  .  .  ,  ,  money  paid 

that  a  forged    document    is    genuine  is  paid  under  a  on  the  faith 
mistake  of  fact  and  may  in  general  be  recovered  back  (n)  :  ^Q^^JjJg^t]^ 
but  if  the  amount  payable  under  a  forged  bill  of  ex- 
change or  promissory  note  be  paid  by  a  person  liable 
thereon  to  a  bo)ui  fide  holder  in  the  belief  that  it  was 
genuine,  the  sum  paid  cannot  be  recovered  from  him, 
unless  notice  of  the  forgery  be   given  to  him  at  once 
before  he  has  altered  his  position  in  consequence  of 
the  payment,  and  at  latest  on  the  same  day  (o).     If  an  Liability  of 
agent  innocently  make  use  of  a  forged  authority  from  pjunduiga 
his  principal   or  supposed  principal,  he  is  liable  under  ^"'j^*^'^. 
the  doctrine  of  implied  warranty  of  authority  to  make 
good  any  damage  suffered  by  any  person  whom  he  has 
induced   to  act  on  the   faith   of   the   authority  being 
genuine  {})). 

§  2. — Of  Duress  and  Undue  Infiucnce. 

We  have  seen  {q)   that,  in   order   to  make  a  valid  Contracts 
contract,  there  must   be  free  consent   of  the   parties,  dliressor 

Contracts  induced   by  duress  or  undue   influence  are  undue  mflu- 

.  .  ence  are 

wanting  in  this  element  of  validity  :  but  m  such  con-  voidable. 

tracts,  as  in  the  case  of  agreements  induced  by  fraud, 

there   is   not  the   entire   absence  of   consent  which  is 

characteristic   of   mistake  (>').      The   party  coerced   or 

unduly  influenced  does  really  consent  to  the  proposed 

agreement ;    only  he  would  not  have  done  so  had  he 

been  a  free  agent  (s).     Contracts  induced  by  duress  or 


(///)  Bank  of  Eiifjhoiclv.  Vogliano,  (o)   Cocks  v.  Mastcrman,  9  B.  & 

1891,  A.  C.  107,  116.  C.    902;  London  and  River  Plate 

(«)  /o»f«  V.  72(/f^c,  5  Taunt.  488;  Banky.  Bank  of  Liverpool,  1896, 

Wdkinsou  V.  Johnston,  3  B.  &  C.  1  Q.  B.  7. 

4'28,    434;    Gnrnei/  v.  jromerslei/,  {p)  Starkey\.  Bank  of  England, 

4  E.  &  B.  133.      As  to  the  re-  1903   A   C    114 

coyery   of  money  paid  under  a  ^  ^'  ^j^^;        '^^ 

mistake   01    iact,    see    Kelly    v.  "'               '  ^ 

Solari,  9  M.  &  W.  5i  ;  Re  Bodega  W  Above,  pp.  666,  674. 

Co.,  Ld.,  1904,  1  Ch.  276.  (.9)  Cf.  above,  p.  674. 
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Duress  at 
common  law. 


Equitable 
doctrine  of 
undue 
iuflucEce. 


undue  influence  are  therefore  not  void :  but  they  are 
voidable  at  the  option  of  the  party  whose  consent  was 
so  procured  (f).  The  common  law  did  not  go  beyond 
avoiding  contracts  induced  by  duress,  that  is,  actual 
f<irce  or  threats  of  violence.  And  it  is  laid  down  that 
the  duress  must  be  of  the  person  and  not  of  property 
(as  by  wrongfully  taking  or  withholding  goods,  or 
threatening  to  do  so)  ;  and  that  if  actual  force  were  not 
used,  there  must  be  the  fear  of  losing  life  or  limb,  or  of 
unlawful  imprisonment.  Thus  battery  was  duress,  but 
not  the  mere  threat  of  batter}'  (u).  And  the  duress 
must  have  been  used  to  the  party  to  the  contract  him- 
self or  to  his  wife,  child  or  parent  (j;').  In  equity, 
however,  a  far  wider  jurisdiction  was  assumed  to  set 
aside  contracts  made  without  free  consent ;  and  it  was 
adjudged  to  be  sufficient  to  avoid  a  contract  or  a  con- 
veyance if  there  were  such  constraint  of  the  will  of  the 
party  making  it  that  his  consent  {//)  thereto  were  not 
free,  although  the  constraint  did  not  amount  to  duress 
at  common  law  (;:).  And  this  doctrine  of  equity  is  by 
no  means  confined  to  the  inducement  of  consent  by 
outward  force  or  fear ;  it  extends  to  every  case  in  which 
such  influence  is  exerted  by  one  party  to  a  contract  or 


{t)  Braot.  fo.  100b  [i  13),  396b 
(§  3);  2  Inst.  4  82;  TF/tc/pda/c's 
cane,  o  Efp.  119,  and  cases  cited 
below.  It  may  be  noted  tbat,  in 
the  case  of  the  marriage  contract, 
which  is  peculiar  and  of  which 
the  initial  validity  or  iuvalidity 
depends  partly  on  considerations 
fortijrn  to  the  common  law,  a 
consent  induf-ed  by  fraud,  force 
or  fear,  may  be  treated  as  being 
no  c<'nsent  at  all;  see  FvbcoocVs 
CUM,  Cro.  Car.  488,  493  ;  Harford 
V.  Morris,  2  Hasg.  Cons.  423, 
425,  436;  FiehVs  Marriage,  2 
H.  L.  C.  48,  68-62;  Scott  v. 
Hehrxjht,  12  V.  D.  21  ;  Cooper  v. 
Cran'-,  1891,  P.  369,  376;  Ford 
V.    Stier,    1896,  P.    1  ;    1   Black. 


Comm.  433 — 436  ;  Bishop  on 
Marriage  and  Divorce  (Chicago, 
1891),  "vol.  i.  §  o48  ;  Moss  v. 
Moss,  18:i7,  P.  2(i3,  271  fq. 

{»)  2  Inst.  483;  Bac.  Abr. 
Duress  (A)  ;  1  Black.  Comm.  130, 
131,  136;  Skeate  v.  Bade,  11  A. 
&  E.  983,  990. 

(.(•)  Bac.  Abr.  Duress  (B). 

[ill  See  above,  p.  fi67  and  n.  {e). 

[z)  A.-G.  V.  Suthoii,  2  Vern. 
407  ;     Hugvenin    v.    Baseleg,    14 

Ves.   273,   294;  Fed  v.  ,  16 

Ves.  157,  159  ;  and  see  Chester- 
field V.  Janssen,  2  Ves.' sen.  125, 
155 — 157.  where  this  jurisdiction 
is  alluded  to  as  a  branch  of  the 
equitable  jurisdiction  to  relieve 
against  fraud. 
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convoyance  over  tlie  miud  of  another  that  the  other 
does  not  in  fact  consent  thereto  of  his  own  free  will  (a). 
The  question  to  be  determined  in  each  case  is  whether 
the  party,  who  alleges  that  lie  was  unduly  influenced, 
agreed  to  the  contract  or  conveyance  made  as  a  free 
agent  exercising  his  own  untrammelled  volition ;  and 
if  he  did  not,  ho  may  avoid  tlie  transaction  (n). 

The  cases,  in  whic-h  a  contract  or  conveyance  may  Two  classes 
.     _  1 1        T    •  1    1   of  cases  of 

be  avoided  for   undue    influence,   are  usually  divided  ^^^ue 

into  two  classes.     The  first  is  where  the  alleged  ground  influence. 

of  avoidance  simply  is  that  the  one  party  did  in  fact  g;^^^^ 

actively  exercise  such  influence  over  the  other's  mind  independently 

.     .  J.   J  i-1,    J.  o*  ^^y  special 

that  he  was  not  a  free  agent,  and  it  is  not  asserted  that  i-giation 

the  one  stood  in  any  confidential  relation  to  the  other  {h).  ^^tween  the 

The  second  is  where  it  is  claimed  that  uiulne  influence  g,  where 

should  be  imiilied  from  the  fact  that  there  was  a  con-  implied  from 

^  •  1  •  1      •  i.    1   the  existence 

fidential  relation  between   the  parties,  which  invested  of  some 

the  one  with  a  peculiar  authority  over  the  other,  or  J°£^j;*^'''^ 
imposed  on  him  a  special  duty  of  advising  the  other  (c). 
In  both  classes  the  question  to  be  determined  is  the 
same ;  was  such  influence  exerted  as  to  interfere  with 
the  freedom  of  the  other's  will  ?  But  they  differ  with 
respect  to  the  burthen  of  proof.  This  lies,  in  the  first 
class,  entirely  on  the  party  who  seeks  to  set  the  trans- 
action aside  {d).  In  the  second,  the  plaintiff  must 
show  that  the  alleged  confidential  relation  existed  :  but 
when  this  has  been  established,  it  is  presumed,  until  the 
contrary  be  shown,  that  advantage  was  taken  of  it;  and 

[a]  See  previous  note ;  Dent  v.  1  Ch.  736,  7-51,  752. 
Bennett,  4  My.   &  Cr.  269,  277,  (i)    WiUiams  v.  Baylnj,  L.  R.  1 

279 ;  Lord  Kingsdown,  Smith  v.  jj.  L.  200. 

Kay,  7  H.  L.  C-  750    779  ■    Wil-  ,.  ^/fc«,Y?  v.  S/cinner,  36  Ch.  D. 

Hams  V.  Bayley,  L.   R.    1   H.   i^.  j^^    ^.j    jg^      ^y^,^.^      ^    2;o«^/i- 

200,  212,  219  ;    Lord  Penzance  ^^J  ^^^!    ^  ^h.  736,  751,  752. 
Farjitt  v.  Lawless,  L.   R.  2  P.  &  '  '  '         ' 

M.    462,    468,    4^9  ;    AUcurd    v.  {d)    Blackie  v.  Clark,  15  Beav. 

Skinner,  36  Ch.  D.  145,  183—186,  595  ;    Tuker  v.    Tuker,   31    Beav, 

190  ;  Morley  v.   Lo^ghnan,   1893,  629  ;  3  De  G.  J.  &  S.  487. 
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Examples  of 
relations 
where 
influence  is 
presumed. 


The  doctrine 
not  confined 
to  any  parti- 
cular set  of 
relation?. 


Husband  and 
•wife. 


the  obligation  then  lies  on  the  defendant  of  proving 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  unduly  influenced  and  that 
his  consent  was  quite  free  (c).  This  class  of  cases  is 
exemplified  in  the  relation  of  solicitor  and  client  (/), 
parent,  or  other  person  in  loco  paroitis  and  child  {g), 
guardian  and  ward  (//),  confessor  or  other  spiritual 
adviser  or  religious  superior  and  penitent  or  disciple  (/), 
and  doctor  and  patient  (/.•).  But  the  doctrine  is  not 
confined  to  any  particular  set  of  confidential  relations. 
If  any  relation  be  established  between  the  parties, 
of  wlich  the  natural  consequence  would  be  that  the  one 
would  come  under  the  other's  influence,  the  same  rule 
applies,  and  the  onus  is  on  the  party  occupying  the 
position  of  influence  to  prove  that  the  other  gave  his 
unbiassed  consent  (/).  It  is  enough,  for  instance,  that 
one  has  taken  upon  himself  or  come  to  be  the  other's 
confidential  adviser  in  business  matters  or  the  manager 
of  his  property  {m).  But  there  is  no  presunipfion  of 
undue  influence  on  the  pait  of  a  husband  in  trans- 


((•)  Gibson  V.  Jeycs,  G  Vea.  2G6, 
276  ;  Dott  v.  liomM,  4  My.  & 
Cr.  269,  273  ;  Archer  v.  Ilii/f.soii, 
7  Beav.  551,  560;  Lijon  v.  Jloiiir, 
L.  R.  6  Eq.  655,  681  ;  Farjitt  v. 
Lawless,  L.  R.  2  P.  &  M.  462, 
468,  469  ;  Allnod  v.  Sk'onier,  36 
Ch.  D.  145,  171,  181—185. 

(/)  Gibson  v.  Jcyes,  6  Ves.  266, 
276 — 278  ;  Edwards  v.  Meijricl;,  2 
Hare,  60,  68—70  ;  Jhdman  v. 
Loijnes,  4  De  G.  M.  &  G.  270  ; 
Sarcry  v.  King,  5  H.  L.  C.  627, 
656 ;  Spencer  v.  Thpham,  22  Beav. 
573,  577  ;  Gresley  v.  Motisley,  4 
De  G.  &  J.  78  ;  Ttsani  v.  A.-G. 
for  Gibraltar,  L.  R.  5  P.  C.  510, 
536  ;  JFrig/it  v.  Carter,  1903,  1 
Ch.  27. 

(g)  Archer  v.  Hudson,  7  Beav. 
55i  ;  Harvey  y.  Mount,  8  Beav.  439 
(elder  sister)  ;  llor/hton  v.  lIo(/lt- 
ton,  15  Beav.  278,  299,  300  ;  Sharp 
V.  Leach,  31  Beav.  491  (brother 
■with  whom  a  sister  was  living) ; 
Saver y  v.  I^ing,  5  H.   L.   C.  627, 


655  ;  Turner  v.  Collins,  L.  R.  7 
Ch.  329 ;  Kempson  v.  Ashbee,  L.  R. 
10  Ch.  15  ;  Bainbrigge  v.  Browne, 
18  Ch.  D.  188  ;  Bow  ell  v.  Fowell, 
1900,  1  Ch.  243. 

[h)  Hatch  V.  Hatch,  9  Ves.  292. 

(i)  Nottidge  v.  Prince,  2  Giff. 
246  ;  Lyon  v.  Home,  L.  R.  6  Eq. 
655  ;  Allcard  v.  Skinner,  36  Ch. 
D.  14  5  ;  Morley  v.  Loughnan, 
1893,  1  Ch.  736,  752. 

(/••)  Bent  V.  Bennett,  4  My.  & 
Cr.  269,  276  ;  Mitchell  v.  Horn- 
fray,  8  Q.  B.  D.  587,  589. 

(/)  Bridgoiuni  v.  Green,  2Ves.seu. 
627,  Wilm.  58  ;  Hunter  v.  Atkins, 
3  My.  &  K.  113,  136,  140,  141  ; 
Bent  V.  Bennett,  4  My.  &  Cr.  269, 
277,  279  ;  Smith  v.  A'ay,  7  H.  L. 
C.  750,  779  ;  Morley  v.  Loughnan, 
1893,  1  Ch.  736,  752. 

{m)  See  LIugiunin  v.  Baseley,  14 
Ves.  273  ;  Hunter  v.  Atkins,  3 
My.  &  K.  1 13  ;  Tate  v.  Williamson, 
L.  R.  2  Ch.  55  ;  Morlet/  v.  Lough- 
nan, 1893,  1  Ch.  736,  752. 
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actions  between  himself  and  his  wife(«).    The  equitable 
rules  as  to  the  avoidance  of  transactions   induced  by 
undue  influence  apply,  not  only  to  contracts  and  con- 
veyances for  value,  but  also  (and  of  course  more  readily) 
to  voluntary  convej^ances,  settlements  and  gifts,  when  Voluntary 
made  inter  vivos  (o).     But   the  presumption  of   undue  conveyances. 
influence  from  the  establishment  of  a  confidential  rela- 
tion between  the  parties  has  no  application  in  the  case 
of  gifts  by  will ;  and  to  upset  such  a  gift,  it  must  be  Gifts  by  will, 
shown,  not  merely  that  the   legatee   solicited   or   put 
forward  claims  to  the  testator's  bounty,  but  that  the 
testator's  volition  to  the  contrary  Mas  overborne  by  the 
legatee's  influence  (^j). 

It  is  on  the  ground  of  public  policy  that  contracts  Undue 
and  conveyances  are  presumed  to  be  voidable  by  one  i°fl'ience 

•^  ^    ^  _  ^  ''  presumed 

party,  if  the  other  occupied  a  position  of  influence  over  from  confi- 

!•  1  -i    i.        2      '    •         y  '  1    •       /   \     dential  rela- 

him,  or  were  under  a   duty  o±  giving  him  advice  (y).  tion  on  the 

As  regards  this  duty,  the  person  on  whom  it  is  incum-  ground  of 
,   •     1  1  .         •         .1  VI  T       -I    •        ■      J^       public  policy. 

bent  is  bound  to  give  the  other  as  good  advice  in  the  ^i^^^.  ^^e 
matter  of  any  contract  or  conveyance  made  between  duty  of 
them  as  if  the  transaction  were  carried  out  with  some  another 
third  person  and  not  with  himself.     The  burthen  is  ^^po^ts. 
therefore  laid  on  him  of  proving  that  the  terms  of  any 
such  contract  or  conveyance  executed  in  his  own  favour 


(??)   Grigby  v.  Cox,  1  Ves.  sen.  to  be  valid ;  Couhon  x.  Allison,  2 

617,518;  Xedhiix.Xedhi/^b'De^T.  De  G.  E.  &  J.  521;  see  Farmer 

&Sm.  377;  Ba'rronx.  TFillis,  1899,  v.  Farmer,  1  H.  L.  C.  72 1,  752. 

2  Ch.  578,  585  (reversed  on  the  (o)  Hugueninx.  BaseJcy,\^Yei^. 

facts,  1902,  A.  C.  271).     It  has  21^;  Allcardx.  SJci)incr,-iQQh.J). 

been  held  that  a  fiduciary  relation  145^  171^  igi  sq. ;  and  cases  cited 

of  the  kind  above  mentioned  may  above,  pp.  757,  758. 

exist    between    a  man    and    the  1    \     tt-   j               -rrr    ,1      17     - 

,         1      •                 J  .  (p)    H  mason   x.    n  eat  her  ill,    o 

woman,  whom  he  is  engaged  to  t\^  n     at     f    n     om       n 

'  o              xr          ?i    T5  -L'e  G.   M.   Ac   (jr.   301      Boi/se  v. 

man'v ;   Faqe  v.  Rome,  11   13eav.  t>      /    .       7     /<   tt    t     /-<    ..     xn 

«(i-7     A  11.  .4         T>      7     on  T)  Rossborouqh,   6  H.   L.   C.   2,  49; 

227;   Cobbett  v.  Brock,   20  Beav.  „-  ,,        -'    '„    •,,    .-,n  t>          on< 

c.tI    corv          J  •             •  1    •  If  alker  v.   Smit/i,  29  Beav.  394; 

524,  530 ;  and  in  special  circum-  j^  ,,        rr  77    r     t>     i   tj     p    tm- 

,    '          V    .              ^                   1  llail  V.  Hall,  Li.  K.    I  F.   &  M. 

stances    between   a   man   and  a  .0,       d^^^        t      ?        tt>o 

•4.1,      1,        1,     1,  481      rarfitt  v.  Laivlcss,  L.  E.  2 

•woman,  with  whom  he  has  gone  p    &  M    462    469    470 

through   a  marriage    ceremony,  '          •        >        »        • 

yihich  \siXO\A,  but  tchich  she  beliei>fs  [q)  Above,  p.  758,  nn.  [e),  (Z). 
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•que- 


are  in  all  respects  fair  and  reasonable  ;  such,  in  fact,  as 
a  competent  adviser,  acting  exclusively  on  behalf  of  the 
other  party  would  reasonably  advise  him  to  accept  (r). 
The  duty  of  so  advising  a  vendor  or  purchaser  of  land 
includes  the  duty  of  communicating  to  him  any  circum- 
stnnee  known  to  the  person  bound  to  advise  and  en- 
hancing or  depreciating  the  value  of  the  property  (s) ; 
and  it  follows  of  course  that  the  mere  non- disclosure 
of  any  such  circumstance  is  sufficient  to  avoid  the 
sale  {t).  This  principle  is  exeraplitied,  not  only  in  the 
case  of  a  purchase  by  a  solicitor  from  his  client  [n),  but 
also  where  land  is  bought  by  the  vendor's  agent  having 
the  management  of  his  property  (.r)  or  his  steward  [y) , 
or  any  person  who  has  undertaken  to  advise  him  as  to 
his  financial  affairs  (~).  And  it  is  further  applicable  in 
the  case  of  a  purchase  by  a  trustee  of  his  cestnl-qHe-tniHfs 
interest  in  the  trust  property  {a).  Where  a  solicitor  or 
other  adviser  purchases  from  his  client  for  value,  what 
he  has  to  prove  in  order  to  maintain  the  transaction,  is 
that  the  terms  he  gave  were  fair  and  reasonable,  that 


(»•)  Above,  p.  758,  n.  [e). 

{a)  See  Fopham  v.  Brooke,  5 
Russ.  8 ;  Edwards  v.  Mnjrlck,  2 
Hare,  60,  68—70,  74.  7o  ;  Holman 
V.  Loijucs.  4  De  G.  M.  &  G.  270. 
It  was  held  in  Edivards  v.  Meij- 
rick  that  a  purchase  by  a  solicitor 
from  his  client  was  not  avoided 
by  the  mere  fact  that  he  had  not 
pointed  out  to  his  client,  that  it 
was  possible  that  a  railway  might 
at  some  future  time  be  made  near 
the  laud  sold,  which  would  in- 
crease its  value,  no  project  for 
making  such  railway  being  then 
actually  on  foot.  It  is  conceived 
that  a  solicitor  purchasing  from 
his  client  would  not  be  justified 
in  concealing  from  him  any  fact 
known  to  himself  which  would 
certainly  tend  to  increase  the 
value  of  the  property,  as  that  a 
project  was  actually  on  foot  for 
making  railway  through  or  near 


it ;  and  it  seems  immaterial  that 
the  information  was  not  acquired 
in  the  course  of  his  employment 
as  that  client's  solicitor,  but  from 
an  entirely  distinct  source. 

{t)  Tate  V.  IViUnunmt,  L.  R.  2 
Ch.  55. 

(«)  Above,  p.  758. 

[x)  Cane  v.  Allen^  2  Dow.  289, 
294,  299  ;  MoIoh>/  t.  Keman,  2 
Dr.  &  War.  31. 

(v)  Sfheii  V.  Rhoades,  2  S.  &  S. 
41,^49,  1  Bligh,  N.  S.  1. 

{z)  Tale  v.  Williamson^  L.  R.  2 
Ch.  55. 

(a)  Erpte.  Lacey,  G  Ves.  625, 
626  ;  Voles  v.  Trecothick,  9  Ves. 
234,  247;  Benton  v.  Donner,  23 
Beav.  285,  290;  Znf  v.  Lord,  34 
Beav.  220,  227 ;  Cairns,  C, 
Thomson  v.  Eastwood,  2  App.  Cas. 
215,  236;  Plowrlght  v.  Lambert, 
b-l  L.  T.  646;  Dougan  v.  Mac- 
phcrson,  1902,  A.  C.  197,  204. 
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is,  as  good  as  could  have  been  obtained  from  any  one 

else  ;  and  if  this  be  made  out,  the  circumstance  that  the  How  far  a 

client  was  not  advised  by  a  separate  solicitor  or  adviser  buylng^'from 

acting  independently  for  him,  will  not  of  itself  avoid  ^^^  client 

,1  •,      ,,,  -P,         .  .  must  see  that 

the  sale  (i^).      iiut  it  appears  that  in  such  cases  the  the  client  has 
solicitor's  proper  course  is  to  insist  that  the  client  shall  ^^6""^^°* 
be  so  separately  advised  ;  and  the  fact,  that  he  has  not 
done  this,  will  be  weighed  in  connexion  with  the  other 
evidence  and  so  may  tell  against  the  validity  of  the 
sale  (c).     And  a  voluntary  conveyance  or  gift  by  a  client 
to  his  solicitor  or  in  the  solicitor's  favour  will  not  be 
upheld  unless  the  client  were  actually  advised  ((^/).     If  Solicitor  or 
a  solicitor  or  other    adviser    obtain   information  while  hi<^^from"^' 
acting  as  such  with  respect  to  some  property   of   his  client  after 
client,  and  purchase  the  property  at  some  time  after-  has  been 
wards,  when    the    relation    between    them    has    been  ^®^'*^^®*^- 
severed,  the  sale    is  nevertheless  voidable  if    the  pur- 
chaser did  not  disclose  the  information  in  question  (e). 
And  this  rule  applies  equally  in  the  case  of  a  pm'chase  Trustee  so 
by  a  trustee  from  his  cesfui-qNe-frust  {/).  SfJ^"" 

trust. 

The  following  further  examp)les  may  be  given  of  the  Fx  imples  of 
exercise  of   undue    influence  as  a  ground    for  setting  ^f  ^Q^y^"^^^ 
aside  a  sale.     They  apjiear  to  fall  principally  within  influence, 
the  first  of  the  above-mentioned  classes  of  cases  [g) ; 
but  in  some  of  them  we  shall  observe  the  like  presump- 
tion of  undue  influence  and  shifting  of  the  burthen  of 

{b)  Edwards  v.  Meyrick,  2  Hare,  252  ;  Lilcs  v.  Tern/,  1895,  2  Q.  B. 

60  ;   Spencer  v.  Tojiham,  23  Beav.  679  ;    Barron   v.    WiUis,    1900,    2 

573;  Pisnni  y.  A.-G.  for  Gibraltar,  Ch.  121,  affirmed,  1902,  A.  C.  271; 

L.  R.  5  P.  C.  516  ;  and  see  cases  WrigJd  v.  Carter,  1903,  1  Ch.  27. 
cited  above,  p.   758,  n.  (/),  and  [e)   Carter  v.  Palmer,   8   CI.   & 

Cane  v.  Allen,  2  Dow,  289.  Fin.    657,    705    sq.  ;    Holman    v. 

(c)  See  Harrison  v.  Guest,  6  De  Loynes,  4  De  G.  M.  &  G.  270. 
G.  M.  &  G.  424,  432  ;  Barnard  v.  (/)  See  cases  cited  above,  p. 760, 

^««i!«-,  2  Jur.  N.  S.  1213;  i>^;(('o«  n.    (a);    Clark   v.    Clark,    9    App. 

V.    Bonner,   23    Beav.    285,    291;  Ca.s.  I'i'i, 1^1 ;  Re  Boles  and  British 

Bisani    v.    A.-G.  for    Gibraltar,  Zand   CoJ's  Contract,  1902,  1  Ch. 

L.  R.  5  P.  C.  516,  540.  244,  247. 

{d)  Modes  v.  Bate,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  {g)  Above,  p.  757. 
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proof  as  occurs  in  tlie  second  class.  They  all  illustrate 
the  generality  of  the  rule,  that  a  contract  or  conveyance 
is  voidable  in  equity  whenever  such  pressure  has  been 
used  by  one  party  to  induce  the  other  to  make  it  that 
the  other  was  not  a  free  agent  in  giving  his  consent. 
It  will  be  noticed  that  in  some  instances  the  conduct  of 
the  party  in  fault  amou.nted  or  approximated  to  fraud, 
A  contract  has  been  avoided  where  it  was  procured  by 
giving  the  contractor  to  understand  that,  unless  he  made 
it,  his  son  would  be  prosecuted  for  forgery  (A).  A 
conveyance  was  set  aside,  which  had  been  made  under 
pressure  of  the  threat  of  preventing  the  grantor  from 
being  accepted  as  tenant  of  a  farm  ;  this  being  a  neces- 
sary condition  of  taking  a  benefit  under  hisf  ather's  will  (/) . 
A  sale  of  land  was  rescinded  where  it  had  been  obtained 
by  three  brothers  from  their  eldest  brother  without 
adequate  consideration,  when  he  was  under  pressure  for 
want  of  money,  ignorant  of  his  rights,  and  either 
without  legal  advice,  or  with  advice  meant  to  promote 
the  interests  of  those  with  whom  he  was  dealing.  The 
eldest  brother  was  in  fact  entitled  to  the  whole  of  the 
land  as  tenant  in  tail,  but  supposed  that  he  was  only 
entitled  to  one-fourth  of  it ;  the  others  were  aware  of 
the  true  facts  {k).  »So  a  sale  will  be  set  aside  where 
there  were  such  circumstances  of  inequality  in  the  con- 
tracting parties'  position  and  unfairness  in  the  terms 
of  the  bargain  that  the  only  reasonable  inference  is  that 
the  one  took  advantage  of  the  other's  position  to 
influence  his  will  (/).  Thus  a  sale  of  land  obtained  at 
a  great  undervalue  from  an  aged,  illiterate  and  weak- 
minded  man  was  avoided  by  his  heir  after  his  death  [m) ; 


ih)  Williams  v.  Bayley,  L.  R.  1 
H.  L.  200  ;  see  also  Kaufman  \. 
Gerson,  1904,  1  K.  B.  59i. 

(i)  Ellin  V.  Barker,  L.  R.  7  Ch. 
104. 

{k)  Sturge  v.  Sturge,  12  Beav. 
229,    245 ;    see   also   Dunnage   v. 


White,  1  Swanst.  137,  151. 

(/)  Evans  v.  Lleivellin,  1  Cox, 
333,  340 ;  Wood  v.  Abrf>/,  3  Madd. 
417,  423. 

(m)  Longmate  v.  Ledger,  2  GifF. 
157 ;  affirmed,  see  4  ])e  G.  F.  &  J. 
402. 
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and  so  was  a  sale  made  hy  a  poor  and  illiterate  man  on  Clark  v. 
terms  very  disadvantageous  to  him  in  his  last  illness  "■^''*' 
and  without  any  independent  advice  {n).  And  in 
several  other  cases  Courts  of  Equit}'  have  set  aside 
sales  made  at  an  undervalue  by  persons  in  a  humble 
condition  of  life  unacquainted  or  imperfectly  acquainted 
with  their  rig'hts  or  with  the  value  of  the  property  and 
acting-  without  independent  advice  (o).  So  sales  of  an 
equity  of  redemption  made  by  the  mortgagor  to  the 
mortgagee  have  been  avoided  where  there  was  pressure 
put  upon  the  mortgagor  to  sell  and  inequality  of  posi- 
tion, coupled  with  undervalue  (p)  ;  although  there  is 
no  general  rule,  which  prohibits  a  mortgagee  from 
buying  the  equity  of  redemption  (q).  Where  such 
circumstances  as  above  mentioned  of  inequality  of  posi- 
tion and  absence  of  independent  advice  are  showTi,  the 
burthen  of  proof  is  shifted,  as  in  the  case  of  the  esta- 
blishment of  a  confidential  relation  {r)  ;  and  it  then 
lies  on  the  person,  who  took  the  benefit  of  the  sale,  to 
make  out  that  the  terms  of  the  transaction  were  in  fact 
fair  and  reasonable  and  the  other  party  acted  freely  in 
accepting  them  (-s). 

It  will  be  observed  that  in  all  the  above-mentioned  Inequality  of 

p.  T,  p  ...  1.  ^  -I        position  alone 

cases  01  inequality  or  position   between  a  buyer  and  a  fg  not  suffi- 
seller,  the  inadequacy  of  the  consideration  given  for  the  ^'®"*- 
sale  has  been  a  material  reason  for  setting  aside  the 
sale.     A  contract  of  sale  is  not  voidable  merely  on  the 
ground  that  the  parties  occupied  unequal  positions,  as 

(n)  Clark  v.  3Ialp(h'<,  4  De  G.  F.  645. 
&  J.  401.  [q)  KnigJit  v.   MarJorihanJis,    2 

(o)    Wood  V.    Ahrey,    3    Madd.  Mao.  &  G.  10,  13,  14  ;  Melbourne 

417  ;    Baker  v.    Monk,    33   Beav.  BaukiiH/    Cor]),    v.    Brougham,    7 

419,  4  De  G.  J.   &  S.  388;  Fry  Aj)p.  Cas.  307,  31-i. 
V.  Lane,  40  Ch.  D.  312,  321,  322;  [r)  Above,  pp.  757,  758. 

James  v.  Kerr,  ib.  449,  460 ;  Jtees  (s)  Baker  v.   Monk,    ubi   sup.  ; 

V.  De  Bernardy,  1896,  2  Ch.  437,  Trees  v.  Coke,  L.   R.    6  Ch.  645, 

445.  649;  Fry  v.  Lane,  40  Ch.  D.  312, 

(p)  Ford  V.  Olden,  L.  R.  3  Eq.  322 ;    and   other    cases    cited   in 

461  ;  Frees  v.    Coke,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  notes  (w)  («)  (o),  above. 
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that  the  buyer  was  rich  and  well  advised  and  the  seller 
was  poor  or  in  a  humble  way  of  life,  or  old  and  ill,  and 
had  no  independent  legal  advice  {f)  ;  although  it  appears 
that  these  circumstances  are  sufficient  to  cast  upon  the 
buyer  the  burthen  of  proof  of  fairness  {k).  In  the  same 
way,  inadequacy  of  consideration  is  not  of  itself  alone 
a  ground  for  avoiding  a  sale  ;  and  further,  if  no  more 
be  proved  than  this,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  party 
challenged  is  obliged  to  establish  the  fairness  of  his 
bargain  (r).  The  rule  of  equity  hi  this  respect  accords 
with  the  rule  of  law  (.r)  and  leaves  the  parties  at 
liberty,  if  they  be  of  full  legal  capacity  and  no  con- 
straint be  put  upon  their  wills,  to  make  what  bargain 
they  please  between  themselves  (.r) .  But  the  fact  that 
a  sale  was  at  an  undervalue,  is  evidence  from  which  it 
may  be  inferred  that  the  party  thereby  benefited  was 
guilty  of  fraud  or  undue  influence  (x)  ;  and  where  it  is 
sought  to  set  aside  a  sale  on  these  grounds  the  inade- 
quacy of  the  consideration  given  may  possibly  be  so 
gross  as  to  leave  room  for  no  other  inference  than  that 
the  bargain  was  obtained  by  undue  influence  or  fraud  {//). 
It  is  also  considered,  according  to  the  great  prepon- 
derance of  authority,  that  inadequacy  of  consideration 
is  not  of  itself  alone  a  good  ground  for  resisting  the 
specific  performance  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  (z) . 


(t)  JIarrison  v.  Guest,  6  De  G. 
M.  &  G.  424,  432,  433,  affirmed, 
8  H.  L.  C.  481 ;  Rosher  v.  Wil- 
liams, L.  R.  20  Eq.  210,  213,  217. 

(«)  Above,  n.  (s). 

(()  Grijfith  V.  Spratley,  1  Cox, 
383 ;  Peacock  v.  Evans,  16  Ves. 
.512,517;  Woody.  Abrey,  3  Madd. 
417,423;  Stilwellv.  Wilkitts,  Jac. 
280,  282  ;  Cockell  v.  Taylor,  15 
Beav,  103,  115;  Harrison  v.  Guest, 
ubi  sup. 

{x)  Litt.  s.  344  ;  Sturhjti  v. 
Albany,  Cro.  Eliz.  67  ;  Bolton  v. 
Madden,  L.  R.  9  Q.  B.  55,  67  ; 
C'arlill  V.  Carbolic  Smoke  Ball  Co., 
1893,  1  Q.  B.  256,  264,  271,  275. 


{y)  See  Gwymte  v.  Heaton,  1 
Bro.  C.  C.  1,  9;  Underhill  v. 
Iloru-ood,  10  Ves.  209,  219:  Stil- 
well  V.  WiJkins,  Jac.  280,  282  ; 
Bice  y.  Gordon,  11  Beav.  265,  270  ; 
Summers  v.  Griffiths,  35  Beav.  27, 
33  ;  Lord  Westbury,  Tcnncnt  v. 
Tcnnents,  L.  R.  2  Sc.  6,  9. 

(z)  Collier  v.  Brown,  1  Cox, 
428  ;  White  v.  Damon,  7  Ves.  30, 
35  ;  Coles  v.  Trecothick,  9  Ves. 
234,  246 ;  Burroives  v.  lock,  10 
Ves.  470,  474  ;  Western  v.  Russell, 
3  V.  &  B.  187,  193;  Borell  v. 
Da7in,  2  Hare,  440,  450;  Abbott 
V.  Sicorder,  4  De  G.  &  Sm.  448  ; 
Haywood  v.   Cojje,  25  Beav.  140, 
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In  this  case,  as  in  that  of  the  rescission  of  the  contract, 
undervalue  is  merely  a  matter  of  evidence  to  be  weighed 
along  with  the  other  facts  of  the  case.  And  notwith- 
standing that  the  spe  ific  performance  of  a  contract  may 
be  refused  on  the  ground  of  hardship  or  unfairness — 
reasons  which  are  of  no  avail  to  support  a  claim  to 
rescind  the  contract  (r/)— it  is  thought  to  be  settled  at 
the  present  day  that,  where  the  only  evidence  offered 
of  hardslii]3  or  unfairness  is  the  inadequacy  of  the  con- 
sideration, the  Court  will  not  withhold  the  remedy  in 
question  (b)  ;  unless  the  undervalue  were  so  gross  as  to 
raise,  when  considered  in  connexion  with  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  an  irresistible  inference  of  fraud  or 
undue  pressure  (c). 

An  exception  to  the  rule,  that  mere  inadequacy  of  Inadequacy 
consideration  is  no  reason  for  setting  aside  or  resisting  tfon*on  Bal^of 
specific  performance  of  a  contract,  was  formerly  admitted  a  reversion. 
in  the  case  of  the  sale  hy  private  contract  of  estates  in 
remainder  or  reversion  {d)   or  otlier  reversionary  pro- 
perty;  where  the  onus  was  on  the  purchaser  to  prove 
that  he  had  given  the  fair  value  of  the  thing  sold  (c) . 
This  exception  formed  one  branch  of  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Courts  of  Equity  to  set  aside   catching  bargains 

153.    Earlier  eases  had  proceeded  (d)  Not  of  course  including  re- 

on  the  ground  that  inadequacy  of  maiuders  on  reversions  expectant 

considerationaloneMffs  a  sufficient  only  on  a  lease  at  a   profitable 

ground  for   refusing  to   enforce  rent. 

specific    performance ;    Younff    v.  {e)  Peacock   v.    Evans,   16    Ves. 

Clerk,    Preo.    Ch.   638;   Savilc   v.  512;    Goidand   v.    De   Faria,    17 

Savilc,    1    P.    W.    74  5;    Dai/   v.  Ves.    20;  Hincksman  v.  Smith,  3 

Newman,    2    Cox,    77;    and    the  Russ.  433 ;   Kendall  v.  Beckett,  2 

earlier  rule   was   re-asserted    by  Russ.  &  My.  88,  90.     This  doc- 

Kindersley,   V.-C,    in  Falcke   v.  trine  was  not  applied  where  the 

Graij,  4  Drew.  651  :  but  this  case  reversion  was  sold  by  public  auc- 

is  said  by  Sir  Edward  Fry,  Sp.  tion  ;  Shelhj   v.    NukIi,    3    Madd. 

Perf.  ^  445,  to  break  the  current  232  ;  nor  where  the  reversion  was 

of  the  later  authority.  sold  together  with  the  estate  iu 

ia)  Above,  pp.  685,  692.  possession  whereon  it  was  expec- 

;  '             c.      T.    i!    c  tant ;     Wood  v.    ^Lhreij,   ib.  41  <  ; 

[b)  Fry,  Sp.  lerf.  §  446.  and  see  Wardle  v.  Carter,  7  Sim. 

(c)  See  notes  (y)  {z),  above,  490. 
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made  with  expectant  heirs  or  persons  in  a  similar 
position  (/).  The  exception  was,  as  we  have  seen  (g), 
abolished  by  statute  as  from  the  1st  of  January,  1868  ; 
since  when  no  purchase  made  boiul  fide,  and  without 
fraud  or  unfair  dealing,  of  any  reversionary  interest  ia 
real  or  personal  estate  is  to  be  opened  or  set  aside 
merely  on  t//e  ground  of  uiiderralue  {//).  It  is  held  that 
the  effect  of  this  statute  is  simply  to  place  sales  of 
reversionary  property  on  the  same  footing,  with  respect 
to  the  liability  of  being  avoided  for  mere  inadequacy  of 
consideration,  as  sales  of  property  in  possession  ;  that 
the  Act  does  not  otherwise  alter  or  affect  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court  to  set  aside  or  revise  catching  bargains 
Avith  expectant  heirs  or  reversioners ;  and  that  under- 
value is  still  a  material  element  in  cases  where  it  is 
sought  to  set  aside  the  sale  of  a  reversion  on  other 
grounds  than  that  of  undervalue  alone  ;  as,  for  instance, 
where  the  claim  is  based  on  inequality  of  position  and 
absence  of  legal  advice,  coupled  with  unfairness  in  the 
terms  of  the  bargain  (/). 


Contracts 
induced  by 
duress  or 
undue  influ- 
ence voidable 
within  the 
same  limits  as 
those  induced 
by  fraud. 


Contracts  to  sell  or  buy  land,  which  have  been 
induced  by  duress  or  undue  influence,  are  voidable  at 
the  option  of  the  party  coerced  or  unduly  influenced  in 
the  same  manner  and  within  the  same  limits  as  con- 
tracts induced  by  fraud  {k).  Thus  they  may  be  set 
aside  either  before  or  after  completion,  at  suit  of  the 
avoiding  party's  trustee  in  bankruptcy  (/),  or  his  repre- 
sentatives after  his  death  {»i,) ,  as  well  as  himself ;  and 


(/)  Chesterfield  v.  Jatissen,  2 
Ves.  125  ;  1  White  &  Tudor  L.  C. 
Eq. 

(y)  Above,  p.  382. 

{h)  Stat.  31  Vict.  c.  4. 

(i)  Aiilexford  v.  Morris,  L.  R. 
8  Ch.  484,  490,  491  ;  W liorke  v. 
BoUnylrohe,  2  Ajip.  Cas.  814,  822, 
823,  833,  834  ;  i'V.y  v.  Lane,  40 
Ch.  D.  312  ;  lirenrhley  v.  Hit/f/'inx. 


83  L.  T.  751. 

{k)  Above,  pp.  744  sq. 

{!)  Ford  V.  Olden,  L.  R.  3  Eq. 
461. 

(;«)  Hohnaii  v.  Loynes,  4  De  G. 
M.  &  G.  270 ;  Gresley  v.  Mousley, 
4  De  G.  &  J.  78  ;  F/ou-rtyht  v. 
Lambert,  52  L.  T.  G46.  Where 
land  has  been  sold  under  a  con- 
tract  voidable    at    the    vendor's 
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against  the  representatives  after  death  of  the  other 
party,  and  all  persons  claiming  under  the  transaction  so 
voidable  either  as  volunteers  affected  by  (>/)  or  pur- 
chasers with  notice  of  the  disabling  fact  (o).  And  they 
are  equally  unimpeachable  against  purchasers  taking 
any  interest  in  the  land  sold  for  value  in  good  faith  and 
without  notice  of  that  fact  (/?).  Such  contracts  and 
conveyances  may  be  affirmed  either  expressly  or  im- 
pliedly in  the  same  manner  as  those  induced  by 
fraud  {(])  ;  and  long  acquiescence  therein  may  be  evi- 
dence of  an  election  to  affirm  them  {>•).  But  of  course 
any  such  express  confirmation  must  be  quite  free  from 
all  taint  of  the  duress,  undue  influence  or  breach  of 
duty  which  it  is  intended  to  condone  (s)  ;  and  it  must 
not  be  made  in  ignorance  of  the  party's  right  to  set 
aside  the  original  transaction ;  otherwise  it  will  be 
equally  voidable  {f).     Sales  of  land  induced  by  duress 


election  for  duress  or  iuiluence, 
the  option  to  set  the  transaction 
aside  forms  part  of  his  real  estate, 
as  in  the  case  of  a  similar  con- 
tract voidable  for  fraud  ;  above, 
p.  747  ;  To)nson  v.  Judcje,  3  Drew. 
306. 

(;/)  A  voluntary  settlement 
made  in  favour  of  several  per- 
sons and  induced,  as  regards  one 
of  them  and  the  interest  taken 
by  himself  alone,  by  undue  in- 
fluence is  not  voidable  against  the 
others  ;  WrxjJd  v.  Carter,  1903,  I 
Ch.  27.  But  the  case  is  different 
•where  a  settlement  is  jjrocured  by 
the  undue  influence  of  one  party 
in  favour  of  himself  and  other's, 
for  whose  benefit,  as  well  as  his 
own,  the  undue  influence  was 
exercised  ;  see  next  note. 

(o)  Jluguenin  v.  Baseley,  14  Ves. 
273,  289  ;  Kempson  v.  Ashbec, 
L.  R.  10  Ch.  15  ;  Bainbrifjgc  v. 
Browne,  18  Ch.  D.  188,  197  ; 
Morley  v.  Loughnan,  1893,  1  Ch. 
736,  757. 

{p)  Blackie  v.  Clark,  15  Beav. 
595  ;    Bninhrigge   v.    Broinie,    18 


Ch.  D.  188,  197- 

(q)  Stump  V.  Gabi/,  2  De  G.  M. 
&  G.  623  ;  Jarratt  v.  Al</am,  L.  E. 

9  Eq.  463. 

(r)  Edwards  v.  Merrick,  2  Hare, 
60,  75  ;  Wright  v.  Vander plank, 
8  De  G.  M.  &  G.  133 ;  Allcard  v. 
Skinner,  36  Ch.  D.  145,  187,  192, 
193. 

(*)  Baugh  v.  Price,  1  Wils.  320  ; 
Savery  v.  King,  5  H.  L.  C.  627, 
664  ;  Moxon  v.  Payne,  L.  R.  8  Ch. 
881,  885. 

{t)  Baugh  v.  Price,  1  Wils.  320, 
322  ;  Kempson  v.  Ashbee,   L.   R. 

10  Ch.  15.  It  is  conceived  that 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that,  as  a 
rule,  knowledge  of  the  party's 
rights  is  necessary  to  make  an 
effectual  confirmation.  But  in 
Mitchell  V.  Homfray,  8  Q.  B.  D. 
587,  it  was  in  special  circum- 
stances held  that  a  gift  of  money 
to  a  medical  man  by  a  patient 
was  confirmed  by  the  patient's 
deliberate  assent  thereto  persisted 
in  during  several  years  after  the 
relation  between  them  had  been 
severed,    although    it    was    not 
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Terms  of 
setting  aside 
sales  induced 
by  duress 
or  undue 
influence. 


Whether 
purchase!" 
accountable 
on  the  footing 
of  wiKul 
default. 


or  undue  influence  will  be  set  aside,  in  general,  on  the 
like  terms  as  those  induced  by  fraud,  the  vendor 
returning  the  purchase  money  paid  with  interest  and 
the  purchaser  giving  up  the  land  and  the  profits  thereof 
received  or  derived  by  him  (tt),  including  an  occupation 
rent  for  any  land  which  has  been  in  his  own  possession, 
having  the  like  allowances  made  to  him  for  necessary 
outgoings  and  substantial  improvements  and  repairs, 
and  being  charged,  where  the  relief  is  claimed  against 
him,  with  the  loss  caused  by  any  acts  of  waste  or 
deterioration,  which  he  has  committed  (.r).  And  the 
purchaser  will  not  be  required  to  account  for  the  rents 
and  profits  on  the  footing  of  wilful  default  {//),  unless  a 
special  case  be  made  out  against  him  (2),  or  unless  he 
were  guilty  of  a  special  breach  of  trust ;  as  where  he 
purchased  when  he  was  standing  in  a  fiduciary  relation 
to  the  vendor  and  concealed  from  the  vendor  some 
information  which  ought  to  have  been  communicated  to 
him  (a),  or  where  the  fiduciary  relation  was  such  as  to 
incapacitate  him  altogether  from  purchasing  the  estate (i). 
It  is  thought  that,  where  a  sale  is  set  aside  for  any  undue 
influence  not  amounting  to  an  actionable  wrong,  the 
party  in  fault  is  not  liable  to  reimburse  the  other  for 
any  loss  sustained  in  the  nature  of  collateral  damages 
and  not  attributable  to  any  outlay  incurred  or  act  done 


proved  that  the  patient  knew 
that  the  original  gift  was  void- 
able. The  ground  on  which  this 
judgment  really  rests  appears  to 
be  that  such  assent  was  equiva- 
lent to  a  new  gift  made  at  a  time 
when  there  was  no  confidential 
relation  between  the  parties  to 
invalidate  it.  It  may  be  noted 
that,  as  the  chattels  given  were 
already  in  the  donee's  possession, 
nothing  was  required  to  make  a 
new  gift  to  him  but  the  expres- 
sion of  the  donor's  intention  to 
give:  Wms.  Pers.  Prop.  68,  loth 
ed. 

(»<)  Above,  pp.  750—753. 


(.i:)  i:jrpte.  Ilughea,  6  Ves.  617, 
624,  625  ;  Expte.  James,  8  Ves. 
337,  351  ;  Expte.  Bennett,  10  Ves. 
381,  400,  401  ;  Rubinson  v.  Ridley, 
6  Madd.  2  ;  Longmate  v.  Ledger, 
2  Giff.  157  ;  Gredeii  v.  Moudeij, 
4  De  G.  &  J.  78,  100—102. 

(y)  See  previous  note. 

[z]  Above,  pp.  449,  753. 

{a)  Tate  v.  Williamson,  L.  R.  2 
Ch.  55  ;  Seton  on  Judgments, 
2320,  6th  ed.  ;  Plowright  v.  Lam- 
bert, 52  L.  T.  646. 

(4)  Adams  v.  Swordcr,  2  De  G. 
J.  &  S.  44  ;  Silks  tone,  ^e.  Co.  v. 
Edci/,  1900,  1  Ch.  167. 
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in  pursuance  of  the  contract  (c).  But  in  the  case  of  a 
sale  induced  by  duress,  such  as  false  imprisonment, 
battery  or  menaces  of  loss  of  life  or  limb  {>l),  which 
amounts  to  an  actual  tort  {e),  it  is  conceived  that  the 
party  so  coerced  can  recover  all  damages  attributable  to 
the  wrong-,  as  in  the  case  of  fraud  1^/). 

(.)  Seeabove  pp.  750  751;  and  (,,^  3  j^^^^^^  ^ 

cases  cited  in  note  (.r),  above.  ^  '  .     -   ,  i-i. 

{d)  Above,  p.  7o6.  (/")  Above,  p.  751. 
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OF  ILLEGALITY  IN  THE  CONTRACT. 


There  must 
be  nothing' 
unlawful  in 
the  object  of 
the  agree- 
ment. 


Sales  for 
illegal  pur- 
poses void. 

Contract  for 
sale  of  land 
including 
some  un- 
lawful term. 


We  have  seen  {(j)  that  it  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  a 
contract  that  there  be  nothing  unlawful  in  the  object  of 
the  agreement.  A  simple  sale  {h)  of  land  is  not  in 
general  affected  by  this  condition :  but  there  are  some 
sales  of  land  or  other  hereditaments  which  are  expressly 
prohibited  by  statute  (/)  ;  and  a  sale  of  land  is  void,  if 
it  be  made  for  an  illegal  purpose  {k).  Again,  if  a  con- 
tract for  the  sale  of  land  include  other  terms  besides  the 
agreement  to  convey  the  land  on  payment  of  a  price  in 
money,  and  any  such  other  term  be  illegal,  the  whole 
contract  or  the  illegal  part  of  it  will  be  void,  according 
as  the  lawful  portion  of  the  agreement  be  inseparable 
from  the  illegal  part  or  not  (/).  And  if  the  unlawful 
stipulation  be  a  part  of  the  consideration  for  the  convey- 
ance of  the  land  or  payment  of  the  price,  as  the  case 
may  be,  the  whole  contract  will  be  void  {ni). 


"What  con- 
tracts or 
stipulations 
are  unlawful^ 


With  regard  to  the  question,  what  contracts  or  stipu- 
lations are  unlawful,  contracts  for  the  sale  of  land  are 


(//)  Above,  p.  2. 

("/()  Above,  pp.  I,  277. 

(j)  See  below,  p.  771. 

{k)  Lightfoot  v.  Tenant,  1  B.  & 
r.  5ol,  55G  ;  Gas  Light  and  Coke 
Co.  V.  Turner,  6  Bing.  N.  C.  324  ; 
Fii'her  V.  Bridges,  3  E.  &  B.  642  ; 
Smith  V.  White,  L.  R.  1  Eq.  62 G  ; 
J'earee  v.  Brooks,  L.  R.  1  Ex. 
213. 

(/)  Featherstoti  v.  Hutchinson, 
Cro.  Eliz.    199  ;  Bridge  v.   Cage, 


Cro.  Jac.  103  ;  Waite  v.  Junes,  1 
Bing.  N.  C.  656,  662  ;  Shackell  v. 
Rosier,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  634  ;  Eeir 
V.  Lreman,  6  Q.  B.  308,  322,  9 
Q.  B.  371,  395  ;  Hopkins  v.  Pres- 
colt,  4  C.  B.  578  ;  Loimd  v.  Grim- 
wade,  39  Ch.  D.  605,  613. 

{m)  Mallan  v.  May,  11  M.  & 
W.  653  ;  Trice  v.  Green,  16  M. 
&  W.  34  6;  NichoUs  v.  Stretton, 
10  Q.  B.  346  ;  Underu-ood  v. 
Ihirker,  1899,  1  Ch.  300. 
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of  course  governed  hy  the  general  law  of  contract  {n). 

That  can  hardly  he  stated  in  full  in  a  treatise  like  the 

present :  hut  some  examples  may  he  given.     In  the  first  Contracts 

place,    some  contracts    are    particularly  proliibited   hy  prohibitedf 

statute  and  are  void  on  that  account.     Thus  the  sale  hy  Sale  by 

auction  of  an  advowson  apart  from  any  manor  or  land  ''•"ct^ipi  ^^ 

t^  -^  an  advowson 

was  made  unlawful  by  the  Benefices  Act,  1898  (o),  and  alone, 
is  therefore  void.     And  the  sale  of  any  land  hy  way  Sale  by  way 
of  lottery  is  expressly  prohibited  and  made  void  by  "    °  ''^^' 
statute  (/>).    Other  contracts  are  infected  with  illegality.  Contracts 
not  as  being  particularly  pi'ohibited,  hut  because  they  ^Q^^g  ^ule^ 
infringe  some  rule  of  law.     In  this  way,  contracts  for  "^  1^^'- 
the  sale  of  land  are  void  if  they  contemplate  the  com-  coTtera'^ktinff 
mission  of  any  act,  which  is  illegal  by  common  law  or  an  illegal  act. 
statute  ;  such  as  a  crime,  an  indictable  offt-nce  or  a  civil 
wrong  (q),  or  an  act  proJnbited  by  statute  on  pain  of  a 
penalty  or  otherwise  (r).     A  sale  of  a  house  is  therefore 
void  if  made  to  the  knowledge  of  both  parties  with  the 
object  of  using  it  for  the  purpose  of  manufacturing 
counterfeit  coin  or  banknotes,  or  in  any  manner  which 
is  a  common  nuisance  ;  as  a  brothel,  for  instance  (s),  or 
as  a  common  gaming  or  betting  house  or  a  disorderly 
place  of  entertainment  {f)  ;  or  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
on  there  any  illegal  process  of  manufacture  {u)  or  busi- 
ness {.r)  ;  or  for  the  purpose  of  putting  it  up  for  sale  by 


(w)  See    Pollock   on   Contract,  la)id   Gas   Co.,   10  Ex.  293  ;  and 

Ch.  VII.,  pp.   273  .S'/.,  7th  ed.  ;  see  Booth  v.  Bank  of  England,  7 

Wras.  Pers.   Prop.   167  sq.,   15th  CI.  &  Fin.  509,  540. 

ed.  (v)   Lhnji  v.  Johnson,  1  B.  &  P. 

(o)  Above   p.  y92.  "^^'^,  341  ;   Smith  v.   Tf'Aitc,  L.  R. 

/    \   Qi.  t    'in    p    11   -i^7-ii    TTT  1    Eq.    626;     Pearce    v.    Brooks, 

(  p)     Stats.      10     &      11     Will.     ill.  T        -D       1     17          CTl                  -I                    U 

\^  '         ,      ,  1   r^,         TT          .  o  -L.  K.  1  FiX.  213     and  see  above, 

c.   17,  8.   1  ;    12  Geo.   II.   c.   28,  gg^                                               ' 

ss.  1,  4;   Fisher  v.   Bridges,   3  E.  /,\    a         qa     i            t\-       l       c 

r  -D    no    c  1 Q  (0    See     Stephen,     Digest     of 

&  U.  64.,  bib.  Criminal    Law,    Art.    197—207, 

[q)  Co.   Litt.  206b  and  n.  (1)  ;  388,  408  sq. 

Milchel  y.  Reynolds,  1  P.  W.  181,  („)   Qus   Light  and  Coke   Co.  v. 

189  ;  Bac.  Abr.  Conditions  (K).  Turner,  6  Bing.  N.  C.  324. 

(r)  Bensley  v.  Bignold,  5   B.  &  {x)  See  Cope  v.  Rowhoids,  2  M. 

A.  3  55  ;   Cope  v.  Rowlands,  2  M.  «&    W.    149   (unlicensed   broker)  ; 

&  W.   149,   157;    Taylor  V.  Croy-  Taylor  v.  Croyland  Gas  Co.,  10  I^x. 
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Stipulatiors 
in  unreason- 
able restraiLt 
of  trade. 


lottery  (//).  So  a  sale  of  land  is  void  if  part  of  the  con- 
sideration be  the  puhlication  of  a  libel  {z)  or  the  com- 
mission of  a  fraud  on  persons  not  parties  to  the 
contract  (a),  or  an  illegal  transfer  of  a  public  office  (//), 
or  any  stipulaiion  -vvbich  is  illegal  as  tending  to  en- 
courage immorality  or  as  being  against  the  policy  of  the 
law  ((').  Such  are  stipulations  for  future  cohabitation 
(without  marriage)  between  a  man  and  a  woman  (d)  or 
for  stifling  a  criminal  prosecution  [e)  for  some  offence, 
which  cannot  be  the  subject  of  an  action  for  damages, 
or  is  an  offence  against  the  public  (/) ;  and  stipulations 
in  general  restraint  of  marriage  (r/).  Here  it  may  be 
mentioned  that  stipulations  in  unreasonable  restraint  in 
trade  are  void  as  being  against  the  policy  of  the  law  {//)  : 
but  they  are  not  unlawful  (/).  If,  therefore,  such  a 
stipulation  form  part  of  the  consideration  for  a  sale  of 
land,  it  does  not  avoid  the  sale ;  for  in  such  cases  the 
Courts  will  enforce  the  stipulation  so  far  as  it  may  be 
reasonable,  and  reject  the  excess  only  (/).     Contracts  to 


293  (uncertificated  conveyances)  ; 
Dalies  V.  Makiaia,  29  Ch.  D.  596 
(unqualified  n^edical  practitioner) . 

{y)  Fisher  v.  Bridges,  3  E.  &  B. 
642  ;  see  above,  p.  771. 

[z]  Shackell  v.  Rosier,  2  Bing. 
N.  C.  634. 

(a)  Mallalieic  v.  Hodgson,  16 
Q.  B.  689  ;  Beghie  v.  I'hosphate 
Sewage  Co.,  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  491, 
499;  Scott  v.  Brown  ^  Co.,  1892, 
2  Q.  B.  724. 

[h)  Bopkins  v.  Prescott,  4  C.  B. 
578.  See  Benjamin  on  Sales, 
415,  437,  2nd  ed. 

[c]  See  Egerton  v.  Brownlov:,  4 
H.  L.  C.  1,  123—125,  160,  195. 

Id)  Walker  v.  Perkins,  1  "W. 
Black.  517  ;  Gray  v.  Mathias,  5 
Ves.  286. 

[e)  Collins  V.  Blantern,  2  Wils. 
341  ;  1  Smith  L.  C. ;  Williams  v. 
Bayley,  L.  R.  1  H.  L.  200,  213, 
240 ;  Lound  v.  Grimwade,  39  Ch. 
D.  605. 

(/;  Keir  v.   Leeman,   6   Q.  B. 


308,  321,  9  Q.  B.  371,  395; 
Fisher  \.  ApoUinaris  Co.,  L.  R. 
10  Ch.  297  ;  Expte.  Walter. 
hampton,  S;c.  Banking  Co.,  14 
Q.  B.  D.  32  ;  Windhill  Local 
Board  v.  Vint,  45  Ch.  D.  351  ; 
Jones  V.  Merionethshire,  ^-e.  Bdg. 
Socy.,  1892,  1  Ch.  173. 

(y)  Zoice  V.  Peers,  4  Burr.  2225. 
As  to  conditions  in  general  re- 
straint of  marriage,  see  an  article 
by  the  writer  in  L.  Q.  R.  xii.  36. 

[h)  See  Maxim,  &;c.  Co.  v.  Kor- 
denfelt,  1893,  1  Ch.  630,  1894, 
A.  C.  535  ;  Fhrman  v.  Bartholo- 
mew, 1898,  1  Ch.  671  ;  Underwood 
y.  Barker,  1899,  1  Ch.  30  ; 
Townsend  v.  Jarman,  1900,  2  Ch. 
698,  702  ;  Bowdm  v.  Pook,  1904, 
1  K.  B.  45. 

(i)  3rallan  \.  May,  11  M.  &  "W. 
653,  669;  Green  v.  Price,  13  M. 
&  W.  695,  699;  affirmed,  16 
M.  &  W.  346,  353;  and  cases 
cited  in  previous  note  ;  Benjamin 
on  Sale,  408,  2nd  ed. 
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buy  or  sell  land  made  with  the  iiiliabltants  of  hostile  Contracts 

states  appear  to  be  void,  unless  entered  into  with  the  ^^g  inhabi- 

kine's  licence.     For  except  by  royal  licence  all  com-  t^°t?o*^  ^ 
° .       .  i         .y        c/  hostile  states. 

mercial  intercourse  between  the  king's  subjects  and  the 
inhabitants  of  an  enemy's  country  is  prohibited  (/.•) . 
And  this  rule  applies,  not  only  to  aliens,  but  to  all 
person?,  even  to  Britidi  subjects,  residing  in  a  hostile 
state,  who  are  adherent  to  the  king's  enemi(^s  by  carry- 
ing on  business  there  or  otherwise  (/). 

Sales  of  land  are  also  void  if  they  involve  the  offence  Sales  in- 
of  maintenance  or  champerty,  or  infringe  tlie  x>rinciple  mainteiance 
of  legal  policy  on  which  those  offences  are  founded,  and  or  champerty, 
which  is  intended  to  prevent  the  multiplication  or  stir- 
ring up  of  lawsuits  (;;0.     Here  it  may  be  mentioned  Sale  of  a  right 
that  at  common  law,  if  a  man   were  disseised  of  his  actbnTo"^ 
freehold  or  wrongfully  ejected  from  his  leasehold  land,  recover  land, 
he  could  not  afterwards  sell  or  dispose  of  his  interest 
therein  ;  for  he  was  then  divested  of  his  estate  {n),  and 
had  only  a  right  of  entry  on  the  land  or  a  right  of 
action  to  recover  it  according  to  the  circumstances  of 
the  case(o),  and  neither  of  these  rights   was   assign- 
able (p) .     By  the  Statute  of  Bracery  {q)  the  sale  was 

(/.■)  See  Esposito   v.   Buudcii,    7  374b  ;     Goodright  v.   Forrester,   8 

E.    &    B.    763,    779  ;    Jamon    v.  East,    552,    566—568  ;     2    Prest. 

iJriefontcin,  #c.,  1902,  A.  C.  484,  Abst.   388   sq.  ;  CHlleij  v.  Doe  d. 

489,  502,  509  ;  next  Chapter,  §  1,  Taijlerson,  1 1  A.  &  E.  1008,  1020. 
under  the  head  of  Aliens.  („)  See  3  Black.  Comm.  174  sq.; 

(/)  M'Connell  v.  Hector,  3  B.  &  Wms.  Real  Prop.  147,  19th  ed.  ; 

P.  113  ;  Roberts  v.  Hardy,  3  M.  &  L_  Q.  "R,.  xi.  227,  229,  230. 

?;  '^^l'  :do''''i'^  ^-  ''-'"'"'["""j  ^  iP)  Not  even,  before  the  Wills 

^:  ^^.-J'^l '  n":^:'  J;.'^''S""  Act,  by  will  ;  above,  n.  {o)  ;  2 
tem,  1902,  A  C.  484,  50o,  506  p^.^^^_  j^^^^^  ^[^^  ^20.     Rights  of 

■..  ^"l^  kT!l   J^n^afa'  \  entry  are  novv  devisable  under  the 

M.  &  G    660    677,  686  ;   hprye  v.       ^.jf^  ^       ^^^^_  ^  ^y^^^   jy_  ^^^ 

m-ter,  7  E    &  B.  58  ;  Hutley  v.  ,  yj^^.   ^._  26,  s.  3  ;  and  see  above, 

i/,,^/.y,L  R.  8  Q.  B.  112;  James  ^^^     The  right  of  a  copyholder 

V.  Kerr  40  Ch.  D-  449,  4o6  ;  Rees  ^^ongfully  ejected  was'  'equally 

V.  Be  Bernardy,  1896    2  Ch.  437,  unassignable    KUe  and  QaeU/s 

446  ;   Lampets  ease,  10  Rep.  46b,  ^^j^        25,  26. 

48a ;  Co.  Litt.  214a,  265a,  n.  (1) ;  '           ^ 

Slatiley  v.  Jones,  7  Bing.  369,  377.  (q)  Stat.   32  Hen.  VIII.  c.  9, 

(n)  Litt.  §§  450,  451,  455  ;  Co.  s.  2,  now  repealed  by  stat.  60  &  61 

Litt.  214a,  266a,  267a,  345,  369a,  Vict.  c.  65,  s.  11. 
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Sale  of  pre-      prohibited  of  any  "pretenced  rights  or  titles"  to  or  in 
orTitle"  ^^y  hereditaments,  unless  the  vendor  or  his  predecessors 

in  title  had  been  in  possession  of  the  same  or  the  rever- 
sion or  remainder, thereof,  or  in  receipt  of  the  rents  and 
profits  thereof  for  one  whole  year  next  before  the  sale 
was  made ;  and  any  promise  or  covenant  to  have  any 
such  (r)  right  or  title  was  equally  forbidden  unless  the 
promissor  or  covenantor,  or  his  predecessors,  had  been 
so  in  possession  for  a  year  before  the  contract  (-s).  But 
persons  in  lawful  possession  of  any  hereditaments  were 
permitted  to  buy  or  contract  for  the  pretenced  right  or 
title  thereto  of  any  other  person  (/).  It  was  considered 
that,  if  a  man  were  wrongfully  held  out  of  possession, 
his  right  of  entry  or  action  was  a  pretenced  right  or 
title  within  the  meaning  of  this  Act,  notwithstanding 
that  his  claim  were  lawful  (m).  And  it  appears  that 
such  a  right  was  not  assignable  in  equity  by  way  of 
contract  dealing  ^^ith  it  for  value  (.r),  according  to  the 
equitable  rule  established  in  the  case  of  pomhiUties  not 
assignable  at  law  (//).  By  the  Real  Property  Act, 
1845  (c),  a  right  of  entry  such  as  we  are  considering 
was  made  assignable  by  deed.  It  was  held  that,  since 
that  Act,  a  lawful  right  of  entry  could  no   longer  be 


(r)  See  Jenkins  v.  Jones,  9   Q.  Q.  B.  D.  491,  495. 
B.  D.  128,  134.  {x)    Wood  v.   Doinies,    18  Ves. 

(.s)  It  was  held  that  this  Act  120  ;     Cholmcndeleii  v.   Clinton,   2 

did  not  prevent  the  sale,  pending  J.  &  W.   1,  135,  136,  4  Bligh,  1, 

the  completion  of  a  contract  for  43 — 45,    75,  82  ;    Prosser  v.  Ed- 

the  sale  of  land,  of  the  purchaser's  iiionds,  1  Y.  &  C.  481,  490 — 499. 
interest  in  the  land  sold  ;   Woody.  (y)    See    Wrir/Jit   v.    Wright,    1 

Griffith,    1    Swanst.    43,    55,    56;  Ves.  sen.  409,  411  ;  2  Prest.  Abst. 

Sug.  V.  &  P.  356  ;  or  the  sale  by  204,  205. 

an  expectant  devisee  of  his  in-  {z)  Stat.    8    &   9  Vict.   c.    106, 

terest  under  the  expected  devise  ;  s.  6  ;  held  not  to  extend  to  right 

Cook    v.    Field,    15    Q.    B.    460,  or  title  of  entry  upon  a  forfeittire 

471.  for   condition   broken  ;    Hunt  v. 

{t)  Stat.   32   Hen.  VIII.   c.    9,  Bishoi),  8  Ex.  675,  680  ;   Hunt  v. 

8.  4.  Remnant,  9  Ex.   635,  640  ;   Crane 

(m)    Plowd.    87,    88  ;    Doe    d.  v.  Batten,   2    Comm.   Law    Rep. 

Williams  V.  Evann,  1   C.  B.  717  ;  1096,  23  L.  T.  O.  S.  220  ;  Wms. 

Jtnkins  v.  Jones,  9  Q.  B.  D.  128,  on  Seisin,  125  ;  Jenkins  v.  Jones, 

134,    135;   Kennedy  v.  Lyell,    15  9  Q.  B.  D.  128,  131. 
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properly  described  as  a  pretenced  right  or  title,  and 
might  well  be  sold,  not  only  to  the  person  in  possession, 
but  to  any  stranger  (a).  And  now,  as  we  have  seen  (h), 
the  enactment  prohibiting  the  sale  of  pretenced  rights 
and  titles  has  been  repealed.  Under  the  present  law, 
therefore,  a  man  may  lawfully  sell  his  interest  in  any 
land,  of  which  he  is  wrongfuUj^  kept  out  of  j^ssession. 
And  it  appears  that  he  may  lawfully  sell  a  part  of  his 
interest  in  such  land,  so  long  as  it  be  no  part  of  the 
bargain  that  the  purchaser  shall  maintain  or  assist  him 
in  his  suit  to  recover  the  land  (r) .  The  law  of  cham- 
perty, moreover,  does  not  prohibit  the  sale  pendente  Vtte 
of  any  property,  which  is  subject  of  an  action  to  recover 
or  realise  it,  notwithstanding  that  the  purchaser  be 
empowered  to  sue  in  the  vendor's  name  and  agree  to 
indemnify  him  against  the  past  and  future  costs  of  the 
litigation  (r/).  And  it  seems  to  be  equally  lawful  to 
sell  a  part  of  such  property,  if  there  be  no  agreement  to 
maintain  the  vendor  in  his  suit  to  recover  the  rest  {e). 
There  is  an  exception,  however,  in  the  case  of  the 
solicitor  acting  in  the  litigation,  who  cannot  lawfully 
purchase  the  thing  sued  for  from  his  client  while  the 
action  is  pending  (_/') ;  though  he  is  permitted  to  take  a 
mortgage  or  charge  thereon  by  way  of  security  for  a 
loan  {()). 


(a)  Jenkins  v.  Jones,  9  Q.  B.  D.  7  De  G.  M.  &  G.  112  ;  James  v. 

128;  Eoinedij  v.  Lijcll,  15  Q.  B.  Kerr,  40  Ch.  D.  449,  456.  457. 
^-  49L  496.  (^)  Above,    n.    [d)  ;     and    see 

(i)  Above,  p.  773,  n.  {q).  Anderson  v.  Raddiffe,  E.  B.  &  E. 

(c)  fipryc  V.  Torter,  7  E.  &  B.  806.     As   to  the  question,  how 

58;  Recs\.  Be  Bernardij,  1896,  2  far  this  doctrine  is  applicable  to 

Ch,  437,  446    417.  ^^  action  to  recover  damages  for 

/J^    TT^  ^^  „    /"    mil    1  a i.  3,  wrono",  see  AVms.   Pers.   Prop. 

(a)    if  vort  V.  Lrnmth,  1  bwanst.  ,.„    ,-«    i'i.r     ■■  ^  ^- \ 

At    ka.  ■    j-r,,.-fj  „  „    »  ,L„77  o  a    f,  149,  loO,  loth  ed.  ;  and  an  article 

4<J,  56      Hnrtlei   v.  Jiifsscu,  2  a.  &  v      /r  -^       •     t     r\    -r,         i  .  r, 

S.    244  :    Harru^^ffon    v.    Lo>>j,    2  ?J  *^^  ^•'^'^''  ^^  ^-  ?„  ^-  ^-  ^^^' 

My.  &  K.  590  ;  ILoUer  v.  Danul,  ^^^  ''i' '  ^^ove,  p.  749. 

4    Hare,    420,    430;     Coclcell    v.  [J)  Surqjson  v.  Jamb,l  Y..  k'B. 

Taylor,  15  Beav.  103,  117;  Knight  81. 

V.  Bowycr,  2  De  G.  &  J.  421,  443  (r/)  Anderson  v.  RadcUfe,  E.  B. 

—445  ;  Myers  v.    United,  S;c.   Co.,  &  E.  806. 
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Sales  made 
void  or 
unenforce- 
able, but  not 
prohibited. 


Contract  to 
sell  land  for 
the  use  of  a 
charitv. 


Assurance. 


Again,  some  contracts  are  made  void  or  are  rendered 
unenforceable  by  statute,  tliougb  not  probibited.  Of 
this  kind  are  contracts  made  by  way  of  gaming  or 
wagering  {//)  ;  and  if  any  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  be 
so  made,  it  will  be  void  accordingly  (?'),  So  we  have 
seen  that  contracts  for  the  sale  of  land  are  not  enforce- 
able unless  put  into  writing  and  signed  by  the  party  to 
be  charged  or  his  agent  (A-).  And  as  every  assurance  (/) 
of  land  to  or  for  the  benefit  of  any  charitable  uses  is 
void  unless  made  in  accordance  with  the  conditions 
imposed  by  the  Mortmain  and  Charitable  Uses  Act, 
1888  {in),  it  appears  that  any  contract  to  sell  land  to  be 
assured  to  such  uses  is  void  if  not  made  in  compliance 
with  such  conditions  (ii).  For  a  sale  of  land  is  in  effect 
an  assurance  of  the  equitable  estate  therein  (o),  and  if 
the  Act  avoids,  as  it  does,  a  convej'ance  not  in  accord- 
ance therewith  made  on  a  completed  sale  of  land  ( p) ,  it 
must  equally  annul  the  assurance  of  the  land  effected  in 
equity  by  a  contract  for  sale  thereof.  And  if  the 
assurance  so  made  be  void,  the  promise  to  convey  the 
land,  which  is  the  cause  of  such  assurance,  must  also  be 
void  (q)  ;  if  this  obligation  were  enforceable,  the  Act 
would  be  easily  evaded  (/•).     The  promise  to  pay  the 


(/()  Stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  109, 
8.  18. 

(i)  Consider  Rotirle  v.  Short,  5 
E.  &  B.  904  ;  lie  Giere,  1899,  1 
Q.  B.  794. 

(k)  Above,  pp.  3—9. 

(/)  Any  transaction  which  ope- 
rates to  transfer  the  property  in 
lands  or  goods  and  any  document 
evidencing  such  a  transaction  is 
an  assurance ;  see  Shep.  Touch. 
1  ;  2  Black.  Comm.  294  ;  Ee 
Roberts,  36  Ch.  D.  196  ;  Itc  Ray, 
1896,  I  Ch.  468,  476. 

(/«)  Stat.  51  &  52  Vict.  c.  42, 
88.  4,  10 ;  above,  pp.  394,  397, 
398. 

(«)  See^.-G.  V.  D«y,  iVes.sen. 
218,  222,  223  ;  A.-G.  v.  Gardner, 
2DeG.  &  S.  102,  116,  118. 

[o]  Above,  pp.  438  aq. 


{p)  Above,  p.  397. 

{q)  See  A.-G.  v.  Gardner,  2 
DeC.  &  S.  102,  118. 

(r)  If  this  were  not  so,  the 
charity  would  be  in  the  same 
position  as  a  lessee  under  a  lease 
made  by  an  unsealed  writing  for 
a  term  exceeding  three  years ;  as 
to  which,  see  Wahh  v.  Lonsdale, 
21  Ch.  D.  9;  Furness  v.  Bond,  4 
Times  L.  R.  457 ;  Lowthcr  v. 
Heaver,  41  Ch.  D.  248,  264; 
Crump  V.  Temple,  7  Times  L.  R. 
120  :  Foster  v.  Reeces,  1892,  2 
Q.  B.  255  ;  Manchester  Brewery 
Co.  V.  Coombs,  1901,  2  Ch.  608; 
Zimhler  v.  Abrahams,  1903,  1 
K.  B.  577.  But  it  is  impossible  to 
suppose  that  the  Act  can  be  so 
evaded ;  see  IFickham  v.  Bath, 
L.  R.  1  Eq.  17. 
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price  must  therefore  be  equally  unenforceable ;  for  if 
the  contract  were  not  under  seal,  there  would  be  no 
consideration  for  this  promise.  And  if  the  contract 
were  made  by  deed,  yet  on  an  executory  contract  of 
sale,  the  obligations  to  convey  the  property  and  to  pay 
the  price  are,  as  a  rule,  dependent  on  each  other,  the 
liability  on  either  of  them  being  conditional  on  the 
'performance  of  the  other,  so  that  if  the  one  be  void  the 
other  must  be  discharged  (s) . 

Illegal  contracts  are  altogether  void ;  no  proceedings  Illegal 
can  be  maintained  thereon  at  law  or  in  equity ;  and  if  ^o?d'^^^ 
either  party  sue  the  other  in  respect  thereof,  the  latter 
is  at  liberty  to  plead  the  illegality  of  the  agreement  as 
a  defence  {t).     It  follows  that  if  an  illegal  contract  be  Property 
wholly  or  partly  executed,  no  action  can,  as  a  rule,  be  ^^g^g^^^^^g^ 
maintained   to    recover    any  money  paid  or   property  cannot  be 
transferred  thereunder  {f).     Thus  if  land  be  sold  for  an  ^ack. 
illegal  purpose  and  the  contract  be  completed,  the  ven- 
dor cannot  afterwards  recover  the  land,  nor  the  purchaser 
the  price ;  if  the  purchaser  pay  the  whole  or  part  of  the 
price  to  the  vendor  before  the  land  be  conveyed  to  him, 
the  vendor  may  plead  the  illegality  of  the  agreement  as 
a  bar  to  any  action  by  the  purchaser  either  to  compel 
conveyance  or  recover  the  money  paid  it)  ;  and  if  the 
vendor  convey  the  land  without  payment,  he  cannot 
get  it  back,  or  enforce  payment  of  the  price,  either 
directly,  or  indirectly  by  suing  upon  any  bond,  covenant 
or  note  given  to  secm-e  such  payment  (?<) .     Here  it  may  Sale  for 
be  mentioned  that,  where  land  is  purchased  in  order  to  potf^  known 


(s)  Above,  p.  726.  Kearleij  v.  Thomson,  24  Q.  B.  D. 

[t)  See    Collins  v.    Blantern,   2  742;  Scott  y.  Brown  ^-  Co.,  1892, 

Wils.  341 ;  Holman  v.  Johnson,  1  2    Q.    B.    724  ;     Oedge    v.    Roijal 

Cowp.    341;    cases  cited  above,  Exchange  Ass.  Corp.,  \2QQ,  2  Q.B. 

p.  770,  u.  {k)\   Tcn/lor  v.   Chester,  214;  Harsev.  Fcarl,  i'C.  Co.,  1904, 

L.  R.  4   Q.  B.   309  ;    Aycrst  v.  1  K.  B.  558. 
Jenkins,  L.  R.  16  Eq.  275  ;  Her-  («)  Fisher  v.  Bridges,   3  E.   & 

man  v.  Jeuchncr,  15  Q.  B.  D.  561 ;  B.  642. 


-II. 
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to  both 
parties. 


only. 


be  used  for  an  illegal  purpose,  the  contract  is  only  void 
if  sucli  purpose  be  known  to  both  parties  to  the  sale  {x) . 
To  one  party  If  One  contract  to  buy  land,  intending  to  use  it  for  an 
illegal  purpose  but  without  disclosing  this  intention  to 
the  vendor,  the  purchaser  cannot  in  this  case  allege  his 
own  unlawful  intent  in  order  to  avoid  the  contract  (y) ; 
and  the  contract  is  enforceable  by  the  vendor.  And  it 
seems  that  this  is  equally  the  case,  although  the  vendor 
may  suspect  that  the  purchaser  intends  to  put  the  pro- 
perty to  an  unlawful  use,  so  long  as  he  is  not  actually 
aware  of  any  definite  intention  so  to  use  it  {z).  If  the 
purchaser's  unlawful  purpose  were  at  first  unknown  to 
the  vendor,  but  the  vendor  afterwards  became  aware  of 
it  before  completion,  the  contract  is  in  effect  voidable 
at  the  vendor's  option ;  //c  may  then  plead  the  pui"- 
chaser's  illegal  purpose  as  a  bar  to  the  enforcement  of 
the  contract  {a)  :  but  the  purchaser  himself  cannot 
do  so. 


There  are  certain  exceptions  to  the  rule  that  money 


Exceptions 

that  property   P^^'I  ^r  property  delivered  under  an  unlawful  agree 

parted  with  " 

iinder  au 
illegal  con- 
tract cannot 
be  recovered. 


ment  cannot  be  recovered  back.  Thus  if  one  who  has 
paid  money  or  delivered  property  under  such  an  agree- 
ment repudiate  his  unlawful  purpose  before  anything 
else  be  done,  he  may  recover  his  property  back  ;  unless 
perhaps  the  object  of  the  agreement  were  actually 
criminal  or  immoral  (h).  But  this  exception  does  not 
apply  if  the  illegal  pui'pose  has  been  partly  performed  (c) . 
And  where  one  has  made  an  unlawful  bargain,  which 
w^ould  (except  for  its  illegality)  be  voidable  by  him,  as 


{z)  See  cases  cited  above,  pp. 
770,  n.  (A-),  771. 

(y)  Doe  d.  Roberts  v.  Mohcrts,  2 
B.  &  A.  367. 

(s)  See  Lloyd  v.  Johnson,  1  B.  t& 
P.  340  ;  Fearcc  v.  Brooks,  L.  R. 
1  Ex.  213. 


(a)  Cowan  v.  Milbourn,  L.  R.  2 
Ex.  230. 

{h)  Tappcnden  v.  JRandall,  2  B. 
&  P.  467  ;  Tahjart  v.  Leckie,  6 
M.  &  S.  290  ;  Taylor  v.  Bowers, 
1  Q.  B.  D.  291. 

(c)  Kearley  v.  Thomson,  24  Q. 
B.  D.  742. 
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if  he  were  induced  to  enter  into  it  by  fraiid,  duress  or 
undue  influeno?,  lie  may  recover  back  any  property 
transferred  thereunder  (c/).  Another  exception  to  the 
rule  is  where  it  is  sought  to  recover  money  paid  under 
a  contract  made  void  by  some  statute  passed  for  the 
protection  of  a  class  of  persons,  of  which  the  plaintiff  is 
one  (r).  And  money  or  property  deposited  with  a 
stakeholder  or  other  agent  in  order  to  be  applied  under 
an  illegal  contract  may  be  recovered  back,  if  notice  not 
to  part  with  it  be  given  before  it  be  actually  delivered 
over  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement  (/), 

Where   a  contract  is  not  prohibited  by  law,  but  is  Propertj^ 
merely  made  void  (r/),    an}^  money  paid    or   property  underbid 
transferred  thereunder  is  in  general  equally  irrecover-  contracts. 
able  as  in  the  case  of  a  prohibited  contract.     For  the 
rule   is  that  money  paid   or  property  conveyed  away 
with  a  full    knowledge  of    the  facts,  though  under  a 
mistake  of  law,  cannot  be  recovered  back  (//) .    And  where 
an  agreement  is  made  which  is  not  prohibited,  but  is 
binding  in  honour  only  and  is  void  at    law,  the  one 
party  has  in  general  no  legal  remedy  if  the  other  refuse 
to  perform    his  part    of   the    agreement   after   having 
received  what  was  due  to  him  thereunder  {i).     Thus 
contracts  which    are   illegal   merely  because   they  are 

{d)  Osborne  Y.  Tf'tlllams,  18  Ves.  2  Q.   B.   .5G0,   1900,  2  Q.  B.  497, 

379;  Reynell  v.   Spnje,   1   De  G.  TjOO  ;    Barge   v.   A^hhij,    1900,    1 

M.   &  G.   660,   679  ;  Atkinson   v.  Q.  B.  74l'. 

Denbij,  G  H.  &  N.  778,  7  H.  &  N.  {,/}  Above,  p.  776. 

934;  and  see  Hrnse  v.  Pear!,  i^-c.  {/i)  Bilbie  v.   Lumh)/,    2    East, 

Co.,  1904,  1  K   B.  558,  563,  564  ;  469  ;  Brisbane  v.  JDacAs,  5  Taunt. 

Pollock   on    Contract,    384—386,  143  ;  Rof/ers  v.  Lujham,  3  Ch.  D. 

7th  ed.  351  ;     Kearley    v.     Thomson,     24 

[e)  Barclay  v.  Pearson,  1893,  2  Q.  B.  D.  742,  745.     There  is  an 

Ch.  154,  165 — 168.  exception  where   money  is   paid 

(/)  Hastelow  V.  Jackson,  8   B.  under   a   mistake    of   law  to   an 

&  C.  221  ;  Bone  v.  Ekless,  5   H.  officer  of  the  Court;   Expte.  Sim- 

&  N.   925  ;     Barclay   v.    Pearson,  nionds,  16  Q.  B.  D.  308  ;  Re  Opera, 

1893,  2  Ch.  154,  168—170  ;   Stra-  Ld.,  18i)l,  2  Ch.  154. 

chan  V.  Universal  Stock  F.xchanye,  (i)   Fisher   v.   Liverpool   J[[arine 

1895,  2  Q.  B.  329,   1S96,  A.  C.  Ltsce.  Co.,  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  469,  9 

166;    Shoolbred  v.  Roberts,  1899,  Q.  B.  418. 

8  (2) 
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Contract  for 
sale  of  land 
to  a  charity. 


made  void  by  statute  stand  in  effect  on  the  same  footing 
as  contracts  which  are  prohibited.  If  therefore  a  void 
agreement  be  wholly  or  partly  executed,  the  law  will 
leave  the  parties  in  the  position  in  which  they  stand, 
and  will  not  lend  its  aid  to  undo  what  has  been  actually 
performed  (,/).  But  a  party  to  a  merely  void  contract 
is  at  liberty  to  repudiate  it  before  it  be  performed,  and 
if  he  do  this,  he  may  recover  any  money  or  property 
deposited  with  the  other  party  as  security  for  his  carry- 
ing out  the  agreement  (/r).  And  property  transferred 
to  a  stakeholder  or  other  agent  for  the  purpose  of  being 
applied  under  a  merely  void  contract  may  be  recovered 
back,  if  notice  not  to  part  with  it  be  given  before  it  be 
delivered  over  (/).  Property  transferred  under  a  void 
agreement  induced  by  misrepresentation  or  coercion 
may  also  be  recovered ;  as  gifts  so  induced  are  void- 
able (/??) .  And  if  the  contract  were  made  void  by  a 
statute  passed  for  the  benefit  of  a  certain  class  of 
persons,  a  member  of  the  protected  class  may  recover 
any  property  parted  with  in  pursuance  of  the  agree- 
ment (^<).  The  case  put  above  (o)  of  a  contract  not 
made  in  accordance  with  the  Mortmain  Act  for  the 
sale  of  land  to  a  charity  may  afford  an  illustration  of 
these  rules.  Thus  if  the  purchasers  pay  a  deposit  on 
such  a  contract,  it  is  thought  that  they  may  rej)udiate 
the  agreement  before  completion  and  recover  the  deposit, 
whether  paid  to  the  vendor  or  to  a  stakeholder ;  for  a 
deposit  is  paid  as  a  guarantee  for  performance  of  the 


(J)  Manning  v.  PiDrcIl,  7  De  G. 
M.  &  G.  00,  57,  63,  66  ;  Hampden 
V.  Wahh,  1  Q.  B.  D.  189,  192, 
194  ;  Strachan  v.  Universal  Stock 
Exchange  (No.  2),  1895,  2  Q.  B. 
697. 

[k)  Hampdeny.  Walsh,  1  Q.  B.  D. 
189,  192,  194;  Trimble  v.  Hill,  5 
App.  Cas.  342  ;  llanlayv.  Pearson, 
1893,  2  Ch.  154,  168  ;  Strachan  v. 
Universal  Stock  Exchange,  1895,  2 
Q.  B.  329  ;  affirmed,  1896,  A.  C. 


166  ;  Strachan  v.  Universal  Stock 
Exchange  (No.  2),  1895,  2  Q.  B. 
697,  699,  702,  705,  706. 

{I)  See  previous  note  ;  and 
Biggie  v.  Iliggs,  2  Ex.  D.  422. 

(»«)  Above,  p.  759  ;  Re  Glubb, 
1900,  1  Ch.  354;  and  see  Harse 
V.  Pearl,  ^-c.  Co.,  1904,  1  K.  B, 
558. 

(«)  Barclaij  v.  Pearson,  1893,  2 
Ch.  154,  166—168. 

(o)  Above,  p.  776. 
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contract  (j))  ;  to  that  extent  the  vendor  is  himself  a 
stakeholder  ;  so  that  when  the  purchasers  abandon  the 
agreement,  as  they  lawfully  may,  the  money  paid  is 
held  to  their  use  and  is  recoverable  accordingly  (q). 
If,  however,  the  whole  price  be  paid  upon  a  conveyance 
not  satisfying  the  Act,  as  where  the  vendor's  execution 
thereof  is  attested  by  one  witness  only,  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  purchasers  have  any  remedy  to  recover 
it ;  and  the  effect  of  the  Act  seems  to  be  that  the  vendor 
may  re-enter  without  refunding  the  purchase  money  (r). 


Contracts  falling  within  the  4th  section  of  the  Statute  Contracts  un- 

GuiorcGSiblo 

of  Frauds  (s)  are  governed  by  rules  peculiar  to  them-  under  the 
selves  as  regards  the  recovery  of  money  paid  there-  i,*^^*"^^  °^ 
under  (f).  In  such  cases  the  contract  is  not  made  void, 
but  is  merely  rendered  unenforceable  {u)  ;  the  law 
regards  the  agreonent  between  the  parties  as  good 
(though  not  perfectly  binding),  and  deems  its  perform- 
ance to  be  meritorious.  Thus  if  one  buy  land  with 
notice  of  a  prior  oral  sale  to  another,  he  has  no  equity 
against  the  other  in  case  the  oral  sale  be  completed 
before  he  himself  has  obtained  a  conveyance  (r).  And 
delivery  of   possession   upon    an    oral  sale  of    land  is 


[p]  IIowc  V.  Smith,  27  Ch.  D.  ance  be  not  in  accordance  with 

89  ;  above,  p.  22.  the  Mortmain  Act,  the  assurance 

{q)  See  note  (Z.-) ,  above.  of  the  legal  estate  is  void,  and 

[r)  See  above,  pp.  397,  398,  and  the  charity  has  no  equitable  in- 

notes  (r,  ii)  ;  and  see  TImrstan  v.  terest  in  the  land  ;  but  in  equity 

Nottingham,  6;c.  Bdg .  Socy.,  1902,  the  land  belongs  to  the  purchaser, 

1  Ch.  1,  13  ;  affirmed,  19U3,  A.  C.  who  has  done  nothing  effectual 

6,  10,  12  ;  and  consider  Simpson  to  divest  himself  of  the  equitable 

V.  Nicliolh,  3  M.  &  W.  2-10,  244,  5  estate  which  he  acquired  under 

M.  &'  W.  702,  and  the  American  the   contract   for  sale  ;    Frice  v. 

case  of  Thompson  v.  TTiUiams,  58  Hathaway ,  6  Madd.  304. 

N.  H.   248,  cited  in  Keener  on  (^^    gtat.    29    Car.    II.    c.    3  ; 

Quasi-Contract,    270,    271.       If  above  p.  3. 

however  one  contract  to  buy  land  i^s    o        t>  n     i            r^     x      i. 

J             j.       -J.       ■j.v,    1  •  (t)    See    JroUock   on   Contract, 

and    pay   tor    it   with    his   own  « ,:,    "tl     d 

money,    but   direct   the    convey-  '  ^' 

ance  to  be  made  to  some  charit-  v')  Above,  p.  9. 

ableuse,  intending  togive  the  land  (r)  Dawson  v.  Ellis,  1  J.  &  W, 

to  the  charity,  and  the  convey-  524. 
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a  good  consideration  for  a  promissory  note  for  the 
price  {.>■) .  It  is  therefore  held  that,  although  there  is  in 
general  no  remedy  by  suing  on  the  contract  against  a 
party  who  pleads  the  statute  in  bar  {//),  yet  he  is  under 
an  obligation  qiiatii  cv  contradit  to  return  money  paid  or 
to  pay  for  work  done  under  the  agreement  repudiated  (s). 
Thus  if  the  whole  purchase  money  be  paid  on  an  oral 
contract  for  the  sale  of  land,  and  the  vendor  plead  the 
statute  as  a  defence  to  an  action  to  enforce  conveyance, 
the  purchaser  can  recover  the  price  {a).  And  where  a 
deposit  is  paid  on  such  a  contract,  the  vendor  pleading 
the  statute  is  not  at  liberty  to  retain  it  {h).  But  the 
better  opinion  is  that  the  purchaser  repudiating  the 
agreement  under  cover  of  the  statute  cannot  recover  the 
deposit  from  a  vendor  who  is  willing  and  able  to  com- 
plete the  contract ;  for  such  a  contract  cannot  be 
rescinded  by  either  party  at  will,  as  an  illegal  or  a  void 
agreement  may  {c)  ;  and  if  one  party,  having  paid  a 
deposit  with  full  knowledge  that  there  was  no  writing 
to  bind  him,  choose  to  take  advantage  of  the  Act  while 
the  other  is  desirous  of  performing  the  agreement,  the 
law  will  not  assist  him  to  get  back  that  payment  (rf). 


Illegality 
superveuing 
since  the 
formation  of 
the  contract. 


If  the  performance  of  a  contract,  which  was  valid  in 
its  inception,  be  rendered  illegal  by  some  event  occm'- 
ring  after  the  formation,  but  before  the  completion  of 
the  agreement,  the  contract  is  dissolved,  so  far  as  it 
remains  unperformed,  and  the  parties'  mutual  obliga- 
tions are  discharged  [e).  And  it  appears  that  in  such 
case  the  parties  are  placed  in  the  like  position  as  if  their 


{x)  Jones  V.  Jones,  6  M.  &  W. 
84  ;  aud  see  Luvery  v.  Tar  ley,  6 
H.  &  N.  2-59. 

((/)  See  above,  pp.  9 — 16. 

(z)  bee  I'ulbrook  v.  Laives,  1 
Q.  B.  D.  284. 

(«)  Anon.,  Freem.  486,  case 
664  b  ;  Sug.  V.  &  P.  153. 

{h)  Gosbell  V.  Archer,   2  A.   & 


E.  500. 

{c)  Above,  pp.  778,  780. 

{d)  Thomas  x.Broirn,  IQ.B.D. 
714,  disseuting  from  Cubson  v. 
Eoberts,  31  Beav.  613. 

(e)  Breivster  v.  KitcheU,  1  Salk. 
198  ;  Esposito  v.  Bowden,  7  E.  & 
B.  763  ;  Buily  v.  I)e  Crespiyny, 
L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  180,  18G. 
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obligations  were  discharged  for  impossibility  of  per- 
formance (,/')  ;  the  law  will  not  interfere  to  set  aside  any- 
thing actually  done  in  pursuance  of  the  contract ;  and  the 
parties  cannot  recover  any  money  paid  or  property 
transferred  under  their  agreement  during  its  validity  {{/) . 
But  this  doctrine  of  illegality  supervening  applies  only 
to  cases  where  the  performance  of  the  primary  obligation 
created  by  the  contract  is  rendered  illegal  by  some 
event,  which  has  occurred  since  the  formation  of  the 
agreement ;  it  does  not  extend  to  dissolve  obligations 
arising  from  breach  of  the  contract  {h).  Illustrations  of 
this  doctrine  occur  where  the  performance  of  a  contract 
is  rendered  illegal  by  statute  passed  since  its  formation  (/) ; 
and  where  the  act  agreed  to  be  done  cannot  be  accom- 
plished without  commercial  intercourse  with  the  inha- 
bitants of  some  foreign  State,  which  was  friendly  when 
the  contract  was  made,  but  has  become  hostile  before 
the  time  stipulated  for  performance  of  the  agreement  {k). 

if)  See  Krcll  v.  Henri/,  1903,  Brief ontein ,  ^-c.,  1902,  A.  C.  484; 

2  K.  B.  740 ;   Civil  Service  Co-op.  see    also    Hanger    v.    Abbott,     6 

Socy.  V.  General  Steam  Xavi(/ation  Wallace    (73    U.    S.),    532,    536, 

Co.,  ib.  756;  Chandler  y.  Webster,  537. 

1904    1  K.  B.  493.  (0  Brewiter  v.  Eiichell,  1  Salk. 

{(l)  Furtado  v.  Rodgers,  3  B.  &  198;  Baihj  v.  Be  Cresplgnij,  L.  R. 

P.  191,  201;  and  see  The  Teutonia,  4  Q.  B.  180,  186. 

L.  R.  3  A.  &  E.  394,  417.  {^■)  Fsposito  v.  Bowden,  7  E.  & 

ill)  See   Flindt   v.    Waters,    15  B.   763;   see   above  p.   773;   and 

East,  260,  266  :  note  to  Ckmontson  next  Chapter  under  the  head  of 

V.  Blessiej,  11  Ex.  145;  Janson  v.  Aliens. 
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CHAPTER  XYI. 


OF  PERSONAL  INCAPACITY. 


Full  personal   To  constitute  a  valid  contract,  all  parties  to  tlie  agree- 


capacity  a 
requisite  of 
the  contract. 


Persons  of 
full  capacity. 


nient  must  enjoy  full  contractual  capacity  {a)  ;  and 
when  the  object  of  the  contract  is  the  sale  of  land,  it  is 
also  necessary,  in  order  to  carry  out  the  parties'  inten- 
tion, that  the  vendor  shall  have  full  capacity  to  dispose 
of  his  land  and  the  purchaser  to  accept  a  conveyance 
thereof.  In  the  present  chapter  therefore  we  will  treat 
of  personal  incapacity,  not  only  to  contract  with  regard 
to  land,  hut  also  to  purchase  it  in  the  legal  sense  of 
the  word  purchase  (that  is,  to  take  it  hy  any  title  other 
than  descent  (b)  ),  to  hold  it  and  to  dispose  of  it.  A 
further  reason  for  so  extending  our  examination  of 
personal  incapacity  is  that,  upon  the  investigation  of 
the  title  to  any  land  sold,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  purchaser's 
advisers  to  consider  the  capacity  of  all  persons  who 
have  made  any  assurance  forming  part  of  the  title,  to 
dispose  of  the  land  in  the  manner  expressed  therein  {c). 

As  a  rule,  all  natural  persons  (e)  being  of  the  age  of 
twenty-one  or  upwards,  of  sound  mind  and  in  their 
sober  senses,  enjoy  full  capacity  to  pm-chase  land,  to 
hold  it,  to  dispose  of  it  and  to  contract  with  regard  to 
it(/).     Those  who  labour  under  some  disability  are 


(«)  Above,  pp.  1,2. 

(J)  Litt.  9.  12,  Co.  Litt.  18b. 

(c)  Above,  p.  136. 

\e)  Including  since  the  Natura- 


lization Act,   1870,  aliens;   stat. 
33  Vict.  c.  U,  s.  2. 

(/)  Co.    Litt.    2,    42b;   Wms. 
Real  Prop.  288,  19th  ed. 
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infants,  persons  of  unsound  mind,  drunken  persons, 
married  women,  convicts,  outlaws,  alien  enemies  and 
corporations.  We  will  examine  the  peculiar  disabilities 
of  each  of  these  classes  in  turn  ;  and  in  this  examina- 
tion we  will  use  the  word  2)in-c///(S(',  when  printed  in 
italics,  as  meaning  purchase  in  the  legal  sense  of  the 
term. 

Infants  are  all  persons  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  Infants, 
years  (^).  The  2)Hrc/ia.^e  oi  land  by  an  infant  is  void- 
able at  his  option  ;  that  is,  he  may  disagree  thereto 
within  a  reasonable  time  after  coming  of  age ;  and  so 
maj^  his  heir  or  personal  representative  (according  to 
the  nature  of  the  land)  within  a  reasonable  time  after 
his  death,  if  he  die  while  the  purchase  is  voidable.  But 
the  purchase  remains  good  until  set  aside  [h).  Dis- 
agreement to  the  purchase  is  the  same  thing  as  disclaimer 
of  the  estate  (/) ;  so  that  until  this  take  place  the  estate 
conveyed  is  in  the  infant  or  his  representatives  ;  though 
on  the  avoidance  of  \X\i^  purchase  it  will  revert  (without 
any  express  assurance)  to  the  conveying  party  or  his 
successors  in  interest  (/.•) .  It  is  now  settled,  as  we  have  Disclaimer, 
seen  (/),  that  disclaimer  of  any  estate  in  land  may  be 
made  by  conduct,  and  need  not,  even  in  the  case  of 
freeholds,  be  evidenced  by  matter  of  record  or  by  deed. 
It  follows  from  what  has  been  said  that  an  infant  is 
under  no  incapacity  to  hold  land.  As  regards  his  Infants' 
power  to  dispose  of  his  land,  the  general  rule  is  that  an  ^°^^'^'y^^^®^- 
infant's  conveyance,  whether  of  lands  or  goods  and 
whetlier  gratuitous  or  for  value,  is  voidable  by  himself 
within  a  reasonable   time   after   he   has   attained  full 


(r/)  Litt.  s.  259;  Co.  Litt.  2b,  Socij.,  1902,  1  Cb.  1,  9,  13;  afEd. 

78b.  171b.  1903,  A.  C.  6. 

[K)  Co.  Litt.  2b,  380b  ;  KeUeifs  (i)  See  Shep.  Touch.  284,  285  ; 

Case,  Cro.  Jac.  320  :  1  Prest.  Abst.  2  Prest.  Abst.  226,  228  ;   Townson 

327  ;  Birkenhead,   (f-c.   Ry.    Co.   v.  v.  Tickell,  3  B.  &  A.  31. 

Fileher,    5    Ex.    121,    123—128  ;  (k)  Above,  p.  667,  n.  (e). 

TJiurstaii  v.  Nottivr/ham,  ^c.  Bdg.  (/)  Above,  p.  282,  n.  (o). 
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age  (m),  or  by  his  representatives  after  his  death,  if  he 
die  while  the  conveyance  is  still  voidable,  in  the  same 
manner  as  his  purchase  of  land  {n) .     But  by  the  effect 


[))i)  An  infant's  conveyance  by- 
act  )/;  pfi'us  is  voidable  during  his 
minorit}' :  but  an  infant  cauuot 
of  himself  alone  condua'ively  avoid 
during  his  infancy  a  voidable  con- 
veyance made  by  him  ;  as  before 
he  attains  full  age  his  avoidance 
of  his  act  in  pais  is  as  voidable  as 
the  act  itself ;  see  Litt.  s.  2.38  ; 


Co.  Litt.  171b,  380b  ;  2  Inst.  673  ; 
Bac.  Abr.  Infancy  and  Age  (i.  7, 
iv.  374)  ;  Slator  v.  Trimble,  14 
Ir.  Com.  Law,  342.  But  it  ap- 
pears that  an  iafant  may,  with 
the  sanction  of  the  Court,  effec- 
tually elect  to  avoid  his  voidable 
act  in  pais ;  Stephens  v.  I)ud- 
bridge,  ^-c.  Co.,  1904,  2  K.  B.  225. 


(w)  Litt.  s.  259;  Co.  Litt.  45b,  171b,  308a,  380b;  Shep.  Touch. 
232,  233  ;  Bac.  Abr.  Infancy  and  Age  (i.  3) ;  2  Black.  Comm.  291, 
292  ;  Zouch  v.  Parsons,  3  Burr.  1794 ;  Allen  v.  Allen,  2  Dru.  &  War. 
307,  338,  346  ;  Jessel,  M.  E,.,  Re  D'Angihau,  15  Ch.  D.  228,  233,  234  ; 
Wms.  Real  Prop.  67,  13th  ed. ;  Wms.  Pers.  Prop.  54,  11th  ed.  It  is 
submitted  that  the  true  principle  of  this  rule  is  that  a  man's  complete 
consent  is  necessary  to  the  validity  of  any  conveyance  or  contract 
made  by  him  ;  see  above,  p.  667,  and  n.  (e)  ;  and  that  an  infant  cannot 
give  such  consent  until  he  come  of  age ;  Williams  v.  Moor,  11  M.  &  W. 
256,  204,  265 ;  Benjamin  on  Sale,  18,  2nd  ed.  On  this  principle,  a 
marriage  settlement  made  by  an  infant,  whether  of  real  or  personal 
estate,  and  whether  by  way  of  conveyance  or  contract,  is,  as  a  rule, 
voidable  at  his  or  her  option ;  and  the  marriage  settlement  by  a  female 
infant  of  her  property,  which  would  at  common  law  vest  in  her  husband 
upon  her  marriage,  is  only  supported  on  the  ground  that  the  settle- 
ment is  in  effect  a  settlement  made  by  him  of  liis  own  property  ;  see 
Trollope  v.  Linton,  1  S.  &  S.  477,  485  ;  Siinson  v.  Jones,  2  Buss.  &  My. 
365,  374  ;  Ellison  v.  Elwin,  13  Sim.  309 ;  Le  Vasseur  v.  Scratton,  14 
Sim.  116;  Field  v.  Moore,  7  De  G.  M.  &  G.  691,  711—714;  Hong- 
woody.  Honyicood,  20  Beav.  451  ;  Duncan  v.  Dixon,  44  Ch.  D.  211  ; 
Stevens  v.  Trevor- Ga-rriek,  1893,  2  Ch.  307  ;  He  Jones,  1893,  2  Ch.  461 ; 
Edwards  v.  Carter,  1893,  A.  C.  360 ;  He  Hodson,  1894,  2  Ch.  421  ; 
Buckland  v.  BucMand,  1900,  2  Ch.  534  ;  Davidson,  Prec.  Conv.  iii.  647 
sq.,  3rd  ed. ;  Wms.  Pers.  Prop.  487,  493,  15th  ed.  And  consider 
Viditz  V.  ff  Hagan,  1900,  2  Ch.  87,  where  it  was  held  that  a  marriage 
settlement  made  by  a  female  infant  was  not  binding  on  her,  though 
not  repudiated  by  her  within  a  reasonable  time  after  she  came  of  age, 
became  she  had  all  the  time  been  subject  to  Austrian  law,  which  did 
not  allow  her  capacity  to  assent  to  the  settletnettt.  In  Taglor  v.  Johnston, 
19  Ch.  D.  603,  608,  Bacon,  V.-C,  held  that  a  voluntary  gift  of  money 
by  an  infant  was  valid  and  not  voidable,  saying,  "  I  am  not  aware  of 
any  law  which  prevents  an  infant  from  making  a  donation  of  any 
chattels  or  personal  property  in  his  actual  possession  "  !  It  is  sub- 
mitted that  this  decision  cannot  possibly  be  supported,  and  that  the 
suggestion  made  in  the  V.-C.'s  dictum  is  entirely  opposed  to  all  the 
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of  the  Infants  Relief  Act,  1874  (o),  which  makes  void  Mortgages 

all  contracts  entered  into  by  infants  for  the  repayment 

of  money  lent,  the  mortgage  by  an  infant,  either  of  his 

lands  or  goods,  to  secure  tlie  repayment  of  money  lent 

to  him  is  absolutely  void ;  and  this  applies,  not  only  to 

the  contract  of  repayment,  but  also  to  the  conveyance 

of  the  estate  or  interest  mortgaged.     An  infant's  void-  Effect  of  an 

able  conveyance  of  his  land,  being  good  until  set  aside,  conveyance 

passes  the  legal  estate  therein  to  the  alienee  in  the  first  and  its 

7  .  .  ,  .  .  p  avoidance. 

instance  :  but  if  the  infant  or  his  representatives  after- 
wards duly  elect  to  avoid  it,  the  conveyance  becomes 
absolutely  void,  and  he  or  they  become  immediately 
entitled  to  the  land,  without  any  reconveyance,  and 
have  the  right  to  re-enter  upon  and  hold  the  same  as  of 
the  infant's  old  estate  therein.     For  this  reason  (p),  an 

authorities  above  cited,  and  cannot  be  accepted.  The  origin  of  the 
V.-C.'s  mistaken  decision  appears  to  be  a  dictum  of  Lord  Mansfield  in 
Btickmghamsh'ney.  Brufy,  2  Eden,  60,  72,  that  "if  an  infant  pays 
money  v?ith  his  own  hand  a-itliout  a  valuable  consideration  for  it,  he 
cannot  get  it  back  again."  It  has  been  conjectured  that  this  passage 
is  misprinted  and  that  iritlt  should  be  read  instead  of  icithout  ; 
Simpson  on  Infants,  75,  n.  (o),  2nd  ed.  And  this  seems  highly  prob- 
able, as  it  is  certainly  laid  down  by  elder  authorities  that  an  infant's 
gift  made  by  delivery  of  a  chattel  or  money  is  voidable,  and  he  may 
recover  it,  if  he  elect  to  avoid  the  gift ;  and  may  get  back  the  money 
in  an  action  of  account ;  Perk.  s.  12 ;  Austen  v.  Jervas,  Hob.  77  ; 
Mahbu  V.  Scott,  1  Mod.  124,  137 ;  Bac.  Abr.  Infancy  (i.  3),  p.  367, 
7th  ed.  Lord  Mansfield's  dictum  as  printed  has,  however,  been  reli- 
giously repeated;  see  Eohncs  v.  Bloc/r/,  8  Taixnt.  508,  511;  but  it 
has  not  been  followed,  and  it  is  now  established  that  an  infant  may 
recover  money  paid  with  his  own  hand  under  a  contract,  from  which 
he  has  derived  no  benefit,  and  which  he  has  elected  to  avoid  ;  Corjje  v. 
Overton,  10  Bing.  252;  Hamilton  y.  Vcmghan-Shcrrin,  ^c.  Co.,  1894, 
3  Ch.  589.  These  cases  appear  to  dispose  alike  of  Lord  Mansfield's 
dictum  and  V.-C.  Bacon's  decision  ;  for  if  an  infant  can  recover  money 
actually  paid  by  him  under  a  contract,  where  there  was  a  considera- 
tion for  the  payment,  (i  fortiori  he  must  be  able  to  get  back  money 
paid  as  a  free  gift. 

(o)  Stat.  37  &  38  Vict.  c.  62,  (y>)  A  conveyance  of  land  in- 

8.  1  ;  Thurstan  v.  Nottingham,  ^-c.  duced  by  fraud,  misrepresenta- 
Bdg.  Socg.,  1902,  1  Ch.  1,  1903,  tion,  duress  or  undue  influence 
A.  C.  6.  is  not  voidable  in  the  same  man- 
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infant's  conveyance,  either  of  his  lands  or  goods,  is  not 
rendered  valid,  like  a  conveyance  induced  by  fraud  (q), 
by  the  fact  that  it  is  made  to  a  purchaser  for  value, 
taking  in  good  faith  and  without  notice  of  the  infancy ; 
but  remains  equally  voidable  in  tliese  circumstances  at 
the  infant's  option  as  if  it  had  been  made  gratuitously  (r) . 
It  follows  that,  if  one  purchase  land  of  an  infant, 
believing  him  to  be  of  full  age,  and  sell  or  mortgage  it 
to  another,  the  infant  may  avoid  his  conversance,  and 
recover  the  land  from  the  second  purchaser  or  the 
mortgagee  as  well  as  from  the  original  buyer.  If, 
however,  an  infant  fraudulently  represent  himself  to  be 
of  full  age,  and  so  procure  another  to  complete  with 
him  a  transaction  of  sale  or  purchase,  the  transaction  is 
in  equity  (though  not  at  law  {s) )  avoidable  by  the  party 
misled  (/)  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent 
as  if  the  transaction  had  been  induced  by  the  fraud  of 
a  person  of  full  age  (n).  But  the  equitable  jurisdiction, 
which  thus  prevents  an  infant  from  taking  advantage 
of  his  own  fraud,  extends  onl}'  to  decreeing  the  rescis- 
sion of  the  transaction  and  the  restitution  of  the  thing 
fraudulently  obtained,  and  does  not  enable  the  party 
misled  to  obtain  compensation,  if  he  choose  to  affirm 
the  transaction  (x) .     On  the  same  principle  it  seems  that 


ner  ;  the  conveying  party  is  left 
■with  a  mere  right  of  action  to  set 
the  transaction  aside ;  and  if  he 
assert  this,  a  re-conveyance  will 
be  necessary  to  give  him  the  legal 
estate  therein  ;  see  above,  pp.  674, 
747. 

{q)  Above,  pp.  674,  746,  747. 

(r)  See  Jvhuson  v.  Vic,  1  Keb. 
905,  013,  as  to  the  mortgage  there 
mentioned ;  Sfi,kcina)t  v.  Dairson, 
1  De  O.  &  S.  90,  113;  Inman  v. 
Innwn,  L.  K.  15  Eq.  260.  Of 
course,  where  the  infant's  con- 
veyance is  void,  as  in  the  case  of 
a  mortgage,  it  cannot  be  so  vali- 
dated;  Thumtan  v.  Notlvnqham, 
4t.  Bdq.  Socij.,  1902,  1  C'h.  1, 
1903,  A.  C.  6. 


(.s)  The  rule  of  law  is  that  an 
infant's  conveyance  or  contract 
cannot  be  made  valid  by  his  own 
fraud ;  see  Pigot  v.  Riissel,  Cro. 
Eliz.  124  ;  Johnson  v.  I'lC,  1  Keb. 
905,  913  ;  Jennings  v.  Rimdall,  8 
T.  R.  335;  Nelson  v.  Stocker,  4 
De  G.  &  J.  458,  466 ;  Bartletf  v. 
Wells,  1  B.  &S.  836,  841. 

[t)  Watts  V.  Creswell,  2  Eq.  Ca. 
Abr.  515,  pi.  3  ;  Clarke  v.  Cohhij, 
2  Cox,  173  ;  Lemprurc  v.  Lanf/e, 
12  Ch.  D.  675. 

(w)  Above,  pp.  744  sq. 

(.»■)  See  last  note  but  one  ;  and 
cf.  above,  pp.  723,  729,  744  ,s(y. 
If  an  infant,  by  fraudulently 
representing  himself  to  be  of  full 
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if  an  infant,  by  a  fraudulent  rcj)resentation  of  this  kind, 
procure  a  loan  on  mortgage  of  liis  lands  or  goods, 
lie  may  be  obliged  under  the  or|iutable  jurisdiction  of 
the  Court  to  repay  what  is  owing  as  a  condition  of  his 
invoking  the  assistance  of  the  Court  to  declare  the 
invalidity  of  the  mortgage  or  to  recover  possession  of 
the  property  mortgaged  or  the  title  deeds  thereof  (//). 
But  to  briDg  this  principle  into  operat;o:i,  there  must 
be  an  actual  representation  made  either  by  the  infant's 
positive  a'^surance  that  he  is  of  age  or  by  his  active 
concealment  of  the  facts  (s)  ;  mere  silence  as  to  his  age 
is  insufficient  (''/).  A  power  of  attorney  given  by  an  Infant's 
infant  to  do  on  his  behalf  any  act  which  might  bind  attorney 
him  is  absolutely  void  as  against  him  [b). 

An  infant  is  enabled  to  make  a  valid  conveyance  in  Where  an 
the  following  cases  : — First,  he  may  convey  real  estate  ^^ke  a*^valid 
under  a  power  simply  collateral  {r)  and  exercisable  by  conveyance, 
deed  (d)  :  but  he  cannot  convey  real  estate  under  any  ^-  Exercise  of 

^    '  ^  ^  -^    powers  by  an 

other  power  (e).     As  to  personalty,  an  infant  may  also  infant, 
exercise  by  deed  a  power  simj^ly  collateral,  and  may 
further  exercise  by  deed  any  other  power,  as  to  which 


age,  obtain  a  loan  of  money,  the  {b)  Bac.   Abr.   Infancy  (i.   3)  ; 

lender  has  an  equitable  claim  to  Zuach  v.  Farsons,   'i   Burr.    1794, 

recover  the  money.     The  infant  1804,  1808. 

docs  not  in  this  case  contract  a  {c)  A  power  simply  collateral  is  Power  simply 

debt :  but  he  incurs  an  equitable  a  power,  by  the  exercise  of  which  collateral. 

liability  which  is  provable,  if  he  ihedoneecanacquire  no  interest  in 

be  made  bankrupt  after  attain-  the  subject-matter  of  the  power, 

ing  full  age  ;    Expte.    Unity,  i,-c.  given  to  a  person,  who  has  not 

AsavcUd'wn,   3    De    G.    &    J.   63;  any  interest  therein  at  the  time  of 

Expte.  Jmies,  18  Ch.  D.  109,  120  the  creation   of    the  power  and 

■ — 125.  takes  no   interest  therein  under 

[y)  See  Romer,  L.  J.,  Thumtan  the    instrument    conferring    the 

V.    Nottingham,    <S;c.    Bdg.    Socy.,  power;  see  Sug.  Pow.  47,  48,  8th 

1902,  1  Ch.  1,  12.  ed. 

{z)  Above,  pp.  686,  733.  [d)  Sug.  Pow.  177.  910,  8th  ed. ; 

(a)  Stikeman  v.  BaicKon,   1   De  King  v.  Bcllord,  1  H.  &  M.  343, 

G.  &  S.  90;  Expte.  Junes,  18  Ch.  347;  Re  D'Angibau,    15    Ch.   D. 

D.    109,    120—125;    Thurstan    v.  228,232,233. 

Nuttinqham,  %c.  Bdg.  Socy.,  1902,  {e)  Hearle  v.  Grccnhank,  3  Atk. 

1  Ch."l,  12,  1903,  A.  C.  0;  and  695;  Re   D'Angibau,   15   Ch.  D. 

cf.  above,  p.  684.  228,  233,  241,  214,  216. 
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it  appears  to  have  been  the  donor's  intention  that  it 
should  be  exercisable  duriog  infancy,  and  of  which  the 
exercise  will  not  operate  to  diminish  his  interest  in  the 
property  appointed  (./').  But  it  is  submitted  that  an 
iufant  cannot  exercise  any  power  over  personalty  so  as 
to  deprive  himself  of  any  interest  which  he  has  in  the 
subjt-ct  of  the  power  ((/).  An  infant  cannot  now  exer- 
cii^e  any  power  by  will ;  as  under  the  Wills  Act  (//)  no 
will  made  b}^  an  infant  is  valid.  Secondly,  under  the 
custom  of  gavelkind  an  infant  of  the  age  of  fifteen 
years  or  upwards  may  make  a  valid  conveyance  of  his 
land,  whereof  he  is  seised  subject  to  this  custom,  by 
feoffment  executed  for  valuable  consideration  (/).  In 
this  case  the  feoffment  need  not  be  evidenced  by  deed  (/.') : 
but  it  must  be  put  into  writing  and  signed  by  the 
infant  in  order  to  satisfy  the  Statute  of  Frauds  (/) ;  and 
livery  of  seisin  must  be  made  by  the  infant  in  person  (/). 
The  custom,  however,  does  not  extend  to  enable  the 
infant  to  give  a  valid  receipt  for  the  consideration 
money  ;  the  practice  is  therefore  to  endorse  on  the  con- 
veyance a  written  attestation  of  the  fact  of  payment, 
instead  of  inserting  the  usual  receipt  (//i) .  But  it  is 
thought  that  the  money  may  be  safely  paid  to  the 
infant  (m).  Where  it  appeared  on  the  face  of  a  feoff- 
ment on  sale  by  a  dowress  and  co-heirs  in  gavelkind,  of 


(/■)  lie  Cardross'x  Settlement,  7 
Ch."  J).  728;  Re  D'Angibau,  15 
Ch.  D.  228;  Poueif  \.' Hordern, 
1900,  1  Ch.  492,  49.5. 

{g)  Re  Armit,  5  I.  R.  Eq.  352, 
365 ;  Farwell  on  Powers,  125, 
2nd  ed. 

{h)  Stat.  7  Will.  IV.  &  1  Vict. 
c.  26,  8.  7. 

(i)  Davidson,  Prec.  Conv.  vol. 
ii.  pt.  i.  244,  n.,  4th  ed.  ;  Re 
Mriskell  and  Goldfincli's  Contract, 
1895,  2  Ch.  525,  528,  529. 

{k)  Stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  100, 
6.  3. 

(0  Stat.  29  Car.  IT.  c.  3,  s.  1. 


(»«)  See  authorities  cited  in 
write  {i),  above;  where  it  is  also 
stated  that  it  is  often  advisable 
for  the  infant's  sake  that  the  pur- 
chaser should  require  the  money 
to  be  invested  in  the  names  of 
trustees  or  in  the  infant's  name 
until  the  infant  attains  twenty- 
one.  It  is  conceived  that  if  this 
cour.se  be  adopted,  it  must  be 
purely  accessory  to  the  payment 
of  the  money  to  the  infant  him- 
self ;  for  he  cannot  make  a  valid 
appointment  of  trustees  for  him- 
self, so  as  to  enable  them  to  give 
a  good  discharge  for  the  purchase 
money. 
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whom  one  was  an  infant,  that  the  infant  liad  not 
received  full  value  for  his  share,  it  was  held  that  the 
title  was  too  doubtful  to  be  forced  by  the  purchaser  on 
a  subsequent  purchaser  from  him(y/).  It  is  conceived, 
however,  that  where  it  is  not  apparent  that  the  sale 
was  at  an  undervalue,  it  will  be  presumed  that  the 
infant  received  full  value  for  his  land  (o).  Thirdly,  by  3.  Under  the 
the  Infant  Settlements  Act,  1855  (;;),  every  infant  not  mcnts  Act. 
under  twenty  if  a  male,  and  not  under  seventeen  if  a 
female,  is  empowered  to  make  upon  or  in  contemplation 
of  his  or  her  marriage  (q) ,  and  with  the  sanction,  for- 
merly of  the  Court  of  Chancery  and  now  of  the  Chancery 
Division  of  the  High  Court  {>•),  a  valid  and  binding 
settlement  of  all  or  any  part  of  any  property,  whether 
real  or  personal,  and  whether  in  possession,  reversion, 
remainder  or  expectancy  (s),  to  which  he  or  she  is 
entitled,  or  over  w^hich  he  or  she  has  any  power  of 
appointment,  except  a  power  expressly  declared  not  to 
be  exercisable  by  an  infant.  The  Act  makes  every 
conveyance  or  contract  to  convey  (.s)   executed  by  an 

{n)  lie  Maskell  and  Gohljinch'' s  Toiler,    L.    E.     7    Eq.    484 ;    He 

Conlract,    1895,    2    Ch.    525.      It  Sampson  and    (Vail,  n\A  sup.;  Re 

appeared  that  the  mother  had  re-  Fhillips,   34  Ch.   D.  467  ;  Biiclc- 

ceived  more  than  the  junt  vahie  master  v.   Buckmaxtcr,  3t  Ch.  D. 

of  her  iutere.st  as  dowiess,  hence  21,    26,    36,    40,    affirmed,    nom. 

the  infant's  conveyance  was  void-  Scaton  v.  Sratoii,  13  App.  Cis.  Gl, 

able  on  the  ground  of  undue  in-  68,   75,   76.     In  this  last  case  it 

fluence;  above,  p.  758.  wasdecidedthat  the  Act  removed 

(o)  See  above,  pp.  97,  301.  thedisability  of  infancy  only,  and 

(p)  Stat.   18  &   19  Vict.  c.  43,  did  not  enable  a  female  ward  of 

extended  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  Court  by  a  post-nuptial  settlement 

in  Ireland  by  stat.  23  &:  24  A^ct.  made   thereunder   to    dispose    of 

c.  83.  her  reversionary  chose  in  action, 

{q)  It  has  been  held  that,   in  which   she   could  not   otherwise 

the  case  of  an   infant  ward   of  alien. 

Court  who  has  married  without  /  ,    a       x       •  j>     ^  > 

the  Court's  consent,  a  post-nuptial  t^  ^\         infants     man-iage 

settlement  of  her  property  may  be  settlements   made    without    such 

made  under  this  Act ;   kivrll  v.  sanction,  see  above,  p.  t  ^b,  n.  (;0. 

Oakley,  34  Beav.  575;  Ee  Sampson  {s)   The   Act   thus   enables   an 

and  Wall,  25  Ch.  D.  482.     There  infant  to  make  a  perfectly  valid 

are  conflicting  judicial  decisions  covenant    in    the    settlement    to 

and  opinions  as  to  whether  the  settle   his   or  her  after-acquired 

Act     authorises    a    post-nuptial  property;    Be    Johnson,    1891,    3 

settlement  in  other  cases  ;  see  Be  Ch.  48. 
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4.  By  statute 
in  certain 
special  cases. 


Leases,  sales 
and  improve- 
ments of 
infants'  land. 


iufant  with  the  approbation  of  tlie  Court  for  giving 
effect  to  such  settlement  as  valid  and  effectual  as  if  the 
infant  were  of  fall  age  (/)  :  but  provides  {ii)  that  any 
appointment  under  a  power  or  disentailing  assurance 
executed  by  any  iufant  tenant  in  tail  under  the  Act  shall 
become  absolutely  void  if  the  infant  die  under  age.  Jt 
has  been  held  that  this  provision  invalidates  appoint- 
ments made  by  tenants  in  tail  only,  and  not  tho3e 
made  by  other  persons  {x).  Fourthly,  infants  are  in 
certain  special  cases  enabled  by  statute  to  make  valid 
conveyances  of  land  ;  as  with  the  sanction  of  the  Court 
for  the  purpose  of  giving  effect  to  the  sale  or  mortgage 
of  a  deceased  testator's  or  intestate's  lands  in  order  to 
satisfy  his  debts  (//),  or  to  the  surrender  or  grant  of 
renewable  leases  (::).  And  infants'  lands  may  by  statute 
be  assured  by  or  with  the  consent  of  their  guardians 
for  certain  charitable  or  meritorious  uses  [a)  or  public 
purposes  {tj). 

By  the  effect  of  the  Conveyancing  Act,  1S81  (r),  the 
Coiirt  is  enabled  to  authorise  the  same  leases,  sales,  and 
improvements  of  any  land,  of  or  to  which  an  infant  is 
in  his  own  right  seised  or  entitled  for  an  estate  in  fee 
simple  or  for  any  leasehold  interest  at  a  rent,  as  the 


[t)  Stat.  18   &  19  Vict.  e.  43, 

8.   1. 

(m)  Sect.  2. 

(x)  Re  Scott,  1891,  1  Ch.  298. 

(y)  Stats.  11  Geo.  IV.  &1  Will. 
IV.  0.47,8.11;  2&3Vict.  C.60; 
11  &  12  Vict.  c.  87.  These  pro- 
visions are  now  superseded  in 
practice  by  those  of  the  Trustee 
Act,  1893,  ss.  26,  27,  30,  amended 
by  s.  1  of  the  Trustee  Act,  1894  ; 
see  Seton  on  Decrees,  982,  983, 
6th  ed. 

(s)  Stat.  11  Geo.  IV.  &  1  WiU. 
IV.  c.  65,  88.  12,  16,  31. 

(a)  As  for  sites  for  schools, 
Stat.  4  &  5  Vict.  c.  38,  s.  5  ;  for 
literary,  scientific,  and  like  insti- 
tutions, stat.  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  112, 


s.  6 ;  for  places  cf  worship  or 
burial,  stat.  36  &  37  Vict.  c.  50, 
s.  3;  see  above,  p.  401,  n.  As 
to  infants'  land  required  for  the 
erection  or  construction  of  any 
house  or  building  for  the  pur- 
poses of  any  charity,  see  stats.  16 
&  17  Vict.  c.  137,  s.  7,  amended 
by  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  124,  s.  41. 

[h)  As  under  the  Lands  Clauses 
Act,  1845,  stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  18, 
ss.  7,  69,  75,  81 ;  or  for  the  de- 
fence of  the  realm,  stat.  23  &  24 
Vict.  c.  112,  s.  11. 

(c)  Stat.  44  &  45  Vict.  c.  41, 
8.  41.  As  to  the  powers  of 
dealing  with  infants'  land  before 
this  enactment,  see  Wms.  Conv. 
Stat.  200—203. 
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Court  has  power  to  autliorise  in  tlie  case  of  a  settled 
estate  by  virtue  of  tlie  Settled  Estates  Act,  1877  {d). 
And  by  the  effect  of  the  Settled  Land  Act,  1882  [e),  all 
the  powers  of  a  tenant  for  life  under  that  Act  may  be 
exercised  on  behalf  of  an  infant,  not  only  where  he  is 
or  has  the  powers  of  a  tenant  for  life  under  the  Act, 
but  also  with  regard  to  any  land,  of  or  to  which  he  is 
in  his  own  right  seised  or  entitled  in  possession  for  any 
estate  or  interest  (/)  ;  and  in  such  case  these  powers 
are  exercisable  by  the  trustees  of  the  settlement  {g),  if 
any,  or  if  there  be  none,  then  by  such  person  and  in 
such  manner  as  the  Court,  on  the  application  of  the 
infant's  testamentary  or  other  guardian  or  next  friend, 
may  order.  Under  these  enactments,  any  land,  of  Sale  or  lease 
which  an  infant  is  tenant  for  life  at  law  or  in  equity,  under  the 
or  in  which  he  has  any  other  estate  or  interest  giving  Settled  Land 
him  the  powers  of  a  tenant  for  life  under  the  Settled 
Land  Act,  1882  (//),  or  of  which  he  is  seised  in  fee,  or 
to  which  he  is  otherwise  entitled  in  possession,  may  be 
effectively  sold  and  conveyed  to  a  purchaser,  notwith- 
standing his  infancy  ;  and  any  leases  authorised  by  the 
Settled  Land  Act  may  be  made  thereof  in  like  manner. 
Where  persons  are  specially  appointed  by  the  Court  to 
exercise  the  powers  so  conferred,  there  being  no  trustees 
of  the  settlement,  it  is  not  necessary  that  such  trustees 
should  also  be  appointed  in  order  that  notice  may  be 
given  to  them  of  the  intention  to  exercise  the  powers, 
and  the  persons  so  appointed  may  well  exercise  the 
powers,  notwithstanding  that  there  are  no  such  trus- 
tees (/)  :  but  in  that  case  any  purchase  or  other  capital 
money  must  be  paid  into  Court,  the  persons  so  appointed 


{(l)  Stat.  40  &  41  Vict.  c.  18.  castle's  Estate,  ib.  129,  139,  140  ; 

\e)  Stat.  45  &   46  Vict.  c.   38,  Ec  Simpson,  1897,  1  Ch.  256. 
88.  59,  60.  (f/)  Above,  p.  311. 

(/)  See  Se    Wells,   31   W.    R.  (A)  Stat.  45  &  46  Vict.  c.  38, 

764,   W.   N.    1883,    p.    Ill;    Re  s.  58. 
Morgan,  24  Ch.  D.  114  ;  Re  Neiv-  («)  See  above,  pp.  308  sq. 


W. — IT. 
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having  no  authority  to  give  a  good  receipt  therefor  {/:). 
If,  however,  there  be  trustees  of  the  settlement  and  the 
powers  in  question  be  exercised  by  them,  it  will  lie  in 
their  option,  as  exercising  the  powers  of  a  tenant  for 
life,  to  direct  the  purchase  or  other  capital  money  to  be 
paid  either  to  themselves,  as  trustees  of  the  settlement, 
or  into  Court  (/),  and  if  they  choose  to  dii-ect  payment 
to  be  made  to  themselves,  their  receipt  will  be  a  good 
discharge  to  the  purchaser  (w^).  And  this  is  the  case, 
not  only  where  the  infant  has  a  life  or  other  limited 
estate  giving  him  the  powers  of  a  tenant  for  life  of 
settled  land,  but  also  where  he  is  seised  in  fee  or  other- 
wise absolutely  entitled  in  possession,  and  trustees  of 
the  settlement  deemed  under  sect.  59  of  the  Settled 
Land  Act,  1882,  to  be  existing  are  appointed  by  the 
Court  {ii). 

Infants'  At  commou  law,  the  contracts  of  infants  are  generally 

contracts.  voidable  at  their  option  (o),  but  are  valid  if  beneficial  to 
the  infant  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court  [p),  especially 
contracts  for  necessaries,  or  whatsoever  things  are 
reasonably  necessary  for  the  use  of  the  infant  according 
to  his  cii'cura stances  and  condition  of  life  (q).     But  by 


(/■•)  JRe    Budh'i/s    Contract,    35  by  an  infant  entirely  to  his  own 

Ch.  D.  338;  see  above,  p.  308.  detriment  is  absolutely  void  :  but 

(1)  Stat.  45  &  46  Vict.  c.  38,  it  is  doubtful  whether  this  means 

ss.  22  (1),  GO;  above,  p.  308.  anything' more  than  that  it  is  void 

{)»)  See  lU  JSVwcasflc's  Estates,  as  against  him,  i.e.,  that  he  can- 

24  Ch.   D.    129,   137  —  140,    142;  not    be    obliged   to    perform    it, 

1  Key  &  Elph.  Prec.  Conv.  521,  though  he  may  do  so,  if  he  likes ; 

n.  [h],  4th  ed.  ;   494,  n.  {b),  7th  ed.  see  WhelpdaW s  case,  5  Rep.  119  ; 

(m)  See    He   Budlcifs    Contract,  Saunclcrnon  v.  Marr,  1  H.  Bl.  75  ; ' 

35    Ch.    D.    338,    342,    344  ;  lie  Baylis  v.  Bineh/,  3  M.  &  S.  477  ; 

Simpson,  1897,  1  Ch.  256,  259.  Kinqsman  \.  Kings)nan,&  Q,.'B.Ti. 

{o)    Warwick  v.  Bruce,  2  M.   &  122,"  127. 
S.  205,   6  Taunt.    118;    WiUiams  (p)  Clementsx.  London  and  Xorth 

v.  Moor,  11  M.  &  W.  256;   Carter  Western  By.   Co.,   1894,  2  Q.  B. 

V.    Siller,    1892,   2    Ch.  D.    278;  482. 

affii"med  nom.  Edwards  v.  Carter,  (q)  Ryder  v.    Womhtvell,  L.  R. 

1893,    A.    C.     360;     Stephens    v.  4. 'Ey..  2,i;  Johnstone  \.  Starhs,  \^ 

Budlridqe,  S;c.  Co.,  1904,  2  K.  B.  Q.  B.  D.  609;    Walters.  Evcrard, 

225.     There  is  authority  to  the  1891,  2  Q.  B.  369.     It  may  be 

effect  that  a  unilateral  contract  noted  that  the  law  does  not  go 


OF  PERSONAL  INCAPACITY.  795 

the  1st  section  of  the  Infants  Relief  Act,  1874  (r),  all  Infants 

Relief  Act 
contracts  thenceforth  entered   into  by  infants  for  the  1974.        ' 

repayment  of  money  lent  or  to  be  lent  (6')  or  for  goods 
supplied  or  to  be  supplied  (other  than  contracts  for 
necessaries)  and  all  accounts  stated  with  infants  shall 
be  absolutely  void  :  provided  always  that  this  enactment 
shall  not  invalidate  any  contract  into  which  an  infant 
may  by  any  existing  or  future  statute  or  by  the  rules  of 
common  law  or  equity  enter,  except  such  as  now  by  law 
are  voidable.  And  by  the  2nd  section,  no  action  shall 
be  brought  whereby  to  charge  any  person  upon  any 
promise  made  after  ftill  age  to  pay  any  debt  contracted 
during  infancy,  or  upon  any  ratification  made  after  full 
age  of  any  promise  or  contract  made  during  infancy, 
whether  there  shall  or  shall  not  be  any  new  considera- 
tion for  such  promise  or  ratification  after  full  age.  The 
first  section  of  this  Act  makes  void  the  particular 
contracts  therein  specified  only  (f).  The  second  section, 
prohibiting  any  action  upon  the  ratification  of  an  infant's 
contract  {u),  is  held  to  apply  to  all  contracts,  of  which 

beyond  allowing  infants' contracts  agreed  to  be  paid  in  respect  of 

to  pay  for  necessaries  supplied  to  any  such  loan,  and  is  not  a  new 

be  good.    An  infant's  conveyance,  advance,  such  agreement,  and  any 

charge,  bill,  or  note,  which  would  instrument,  negotiable  or  other, 

otherwise  be  voidable  or  void,  is  giveu    in    pursuance   of    or    for 

not  made  valid  by  the  fact  that  carrying  into  effect  such  agree- 

it  was  made  or  given  in  conside-  ment,  or  otherwise  in  relation  to 

ration  of  the  supply  of  necessaries ;  the  payment  of  money  represent- 

Martin  v.  Gal,;,  4  Ch.  D.  428  ;  Re  iug  or  in  respect  of  such  loan, 

Sollykoff,     1891,    1     Q.     B.    413.  sha  1,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  money 

Persons  who  have  furnished  an  which  represents  or  is  payable  in 

infant  with  money  to  buy  neces-  respect  of  such  loan,  and  is  not  a 

saries  are,  however,  entitled  in  new  advance,  be  void  absolutely 

equity  to  stand,  by  subrogation,  as  against  all  persons  whomso- 

in  the  place  of  those  who  supplied  ever  ;  and  for  the  purposes  of  this 

the  necessaries;  Marlow  v.   Fit-  section  any  interest,  commission, 

feild,  1  P.  W.  558.  or  other   payment  in  respect  of 

(?■)  Stat.  37  &  38  Vict.  c.  62.  such  loan  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a 

(*■)  By  the  Betting  and  Loans  part  of  such  loan. 
(Infants)  Act,  1892,  stat.  55  Vict.  (f)  Duncan  v.  I)ixo)>,  44  Ch.  D. 

c.  4,  s.  5,  if  any  infant,  who  has  2li. 

contracted  a  loan  which  is  void  («)  This    enactment    does   not 

in  law,  agrees  after  he  comes  of  prevent  the  parties  to  a  contract 

age  to  pay  any  money  which  in  made   in  the   infancy  of   one  of 

whole  or  in  part  represents  or  is  them  from  making  a  new  con- 

9  (2) 
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.before  the  Act  the  burthen  of  proving  a  ratification  after 
full  age  (r)  lay  upon  the  party,  who  sought  to  enforce 
them  (//).  These  are  all  contracts,  as  to  which  under 
the  old  practice  a  plea  of  infancy  merely  was  a  sufficient 
plea  in  bar  of  an  action  to  enforce  them,  and  the  plaintiff 
could  not  recover  unless  he  set  up  and  maintained  a  plea 
of  ratification  after  attaining  full  age  by  way  of  repli- 
cation (::).  Such  were  contracts  executory  on  both  sides, 
whether  to  be  performed  during  infancy  or  afterwards, 
and  contracts  to  be  performed  by  the  infant,  either 
within  age  or  afterwards,  in  consideration  of  some 
fleeting  benefit  executed  in  his  favour,  as  the  supply  of 
money  or  of  goods  other  than  necessaries  (s).  There 
are,  however,  some  contracts  by  infants  which  remain 
binding  on  them  after  they  have  attained  full  age, 
unless  within  a  reasonable  time  after  coming  of  age 
they  repudiate  them  and  give  notice  of  such  repudiation 
to  the  other  party ;  and  the  party  who  sues  an  infant 
on  one  of  these  contracts  has,  prima  facie,  a  good  cause 
of  action  and  was  not  obliged  to  prove  ratification  as  a 
condition  precedent  to  charging  the  infant  thereon  [a). 
Of   this   kind    are    contracts,    by    which    a   permanent 

tract  to  the  same  effect  after  the  {y)  Expte.  Kibble,  L.  R.  10  Ch. 

infant  is  come  of  age  ;  see  North-  373  ;  Coxhcad  v.  MuUis,  3  C.  P.  D. 

cote  V.  Doughty,  4  C.  P.  D.  385  ;  439. 

mtcham  V.  Worrall,  5   C.   P.  D.  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^^^^^  ^^  ^^^^j^^  .^_ 

/\t>t      ^mi-j-      Ai         fancy  lay  upon   the   party  who 

(f)  J^^^o^*!  J^^t^yf  ^  «  ,^^*'       pleaded  it,  but  if  this  were  estab- 
stat.  9  Geo    IV.  c.  14    s.  5   no       ^^j^^^   ^j^^  ^^^^^  ^^  j^    ^^^jg_ 

action   should   bo  maintained  to  ^^^^^^  ^^^  ^^^        «      ^^^ 

charge  any  person  upon  any  pro-  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^^^     see  Bo>ih wick 

mme  made  after  full  age  to  pay  ^    Carruthers,\  T.  R.  648  ;  Cohen 

any  debt  contracted  during  in-  ^    Armstrong,    1   M.    &   S.    724; 

fancy    or   upon    any   ratification  jj^^^^^  ^_  j^J;      ^  ^    ^  ^^_  g^, 

after  full  age  of  any  promise  or  j^^^^.^ey  v.  Wharton,  11   A.   &  e! 

simple  contract  made  during  m-  93^      )nili„ms  v.  Moor,  11  M.  & 

lancy,    unless    such    promise    or  ^    ^^^     ^^,.,..^  ^_  ^^^^^     ^  ^^ 

ratification  were  made  by  some  ^22  ;    North    Western  Jl>/.    Co.   v. 

writing  signed  by  the  party  to  be  j/,^,-,;,^,/   5  Ex.  114,  125,  126  ; 

charged  therewilli.      ihis  enact-  nuu^    „     -bi      i-        •    l-n-   •••    00 

P  1    1   i_  .1     i  Ohitty  on  Pleading,  1.  60/,  lu.  33, 

ment  was  superseded  by  s.   2  of  ^^^    ^„-       ,.    -.,,»', 

thelnfautsRelicf  Act,  1874,  abd         '"'  ^"'^-^'  imea. 

repealed  by  stat.   38  &   39  Vict.  (a)  See  Goode  v.  Harrison,  5  B. 

c.  06.  &  A.  147. 
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interest  iu  property  is  immediately  conferred  on  tlie 
infant,  and  he  himself  is  laid  in  return  under  a  con- 
tinuing obligation  (a)  to  he  performed  partly  or  wholly 
after  he  has  attained  full  age.  Instances  of  this  class 
of  contract  are  the  acceptance  hy  an  infant  of  some 
permanent  property,  to  which  a  liability  is  incident,  as 
where  he  takes  a  lease  of  land  at  a  rent  {/>)  or  shares  not 
fully  paid  up  in  a  company  (r).  And  the  same  princij)le 
has  been  applied  where  an  infant  has  by  his  marriage 
settlement  taken  a  permanent  interest  in  property  and 
entered  into  a  covenant,  which  may  operate  as  a  dis- 
position of  property  in  equity ;  as  to  settle  some  property 
to  be  afterwards  acquired  byhim(r(').  In  these  cases, 
if  the  infant  wish  to  escape  liability  on  the  contract,  he 
must  repudiate  it  and  renounce  all  benefit  thereunder 
and  duly  communicate  (c)  his  repudiation  to  the  other 
party  within  a  reasonable  time  after  coming  of  age. 
For  these  contracts  remain  good  until  set  aside  ;  and  if 
the  infant  omit  so  to  avoid  them,  they  will  be  perfectly 
binding  on  him,  and  the  Infants  Relief  Act  will  be  no 
bar  to  an  action  to  enforce  them  (,/'). 

As  a  rule,  when  an  infant  makes  a  contract  which  is  The  other 
voidable  at  his  option,  the  other  party  is  firmly  bound,  fa^fant'Tcra- 
and  the  infant  can  enforce  the  contract  either  during  tract  is  bound, 
infancy  or  afterwards  (^7) .    But  an  infant  cannot  enforce  Infant  cannot 
during  infancy  the  specific  performance  of  any  contract  specific 
made  by  him,  on  account  of  the  want  of  mutuality  of  performance. 

(r/)  See  Goodc  v.  Harrison,  5  B.  211,  214;   Carter  v.  Sllber,    1892, 

&  A.  147.  2  Ch.  278 ;  affirmed,  nom.  F.dicards 

(b)  Eetseys  cane,  Cro.  Jac.  320  ;  v.  Carter,  1893,  A.  C.  360. 

and  see  Holmes  v.  Blogg,  8  Taunt.  (^)  gee  above,  p.  745. 

\c)  Cork  and  Baudon  R„.  Co.  v.  (.yK^u'^^J-  ^S"''  A^^'hJ 

CazLve,    10    Q.    B.    935;  Xorth  ^^ V  '  ,'«r.^^*  =  affirmed      1893, 

Western    Ry.    Co.    v.    McMichad,  j'-^'    ^'^Vann  ,    n^    U     ;/" 

5E^.IU;   Lmnsden^sease,I..R:  [\^"&'"''    ^^0°'  "    ^h"   «"    ^6- 


100. 
(d)  DuncauY.  l)ixo)i,  44  Ch.  D.       S.  205,  6  Taunt.  205. 


4  Ch.  31 ;  Ebbetts'  ca.se,  L.  R.  5  Ch. 

302.  (,/)    Warwick  v.  Bruce,  2  M.  & 
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remedy  between  the  otlier  party  and  himself  (h).  It 
appears,  however,  that  formerly  an  infant  might  success- 
fully sue  on  attaining  full  age  for  specific  performance 
of  a  contract  made  in  infancy  and  originally  voidable 
by  him ;  for  to  maintain  such  an  action  he  must  have 
submitted  to  perform  his  part  of  the  contract,  and  that 
would  have  been  an  affirmance  of  his  liability  there- 
under and  would  have  rendered  the  remedy  mutual  (/). 
But  it  seems  that,  since  the  Infants  Relief  Act,  1 874  (k) , 
an  infant  can  no  longer  enforce  the  specific  performance 
of  such  a  contract  after  attaining  full  age,  unless  the 
contract  be  one  of  the  continuing  kind,  which  remain 
binding  on  him  unless  he  avoid  them  {/).  For  in  all 
other  cases  he  cannot  now  bind  himself  by  ratification 
of  the  contract ;  and  so  there  can  be  no  mutuality  of 
remedy. 


Completed 
sale  of  land 
by  infant. 


To  apply  these  principles  to  sales  of  land : — A  com- 
pleted sale  of  land  by  an  infant  is,  as  a  rule,  voidable  at 
his  oj)tion  {m) ;  he  may  recover  the  land,  and  it  appears 
that,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  he  cannot  be  obliged  to 
repay  the  imrehase  money  (n).     But  if  he  fraudulently 


(/;)  Fliff/it  V.  BoUand,  4  Russ. 
298  ;  Uunlfij  v.  Ravenscroft,  1895, 
1  Q.  B.  683. 

(i)  See  Clat/fcn  v.  Ashdown,  9 
Vin.  Abr.  39:!  ;  2  Dart,  V.  &  P. 
1191;  Fry,  Sp.  Perf.  §  460,  n. 
The  same  principle  .seems  applic- 
able as  that  on  which  contracts 
for  the  sale  of  land  signed  ot/li/  by 
one  party  were  held  to  be  speci- 
fically enforceable  against  him, 
notwithstanding  theoriginal  want 
of  mutuality ;  Child  v.  Cumber,  3 
Swanst.  423,  n. ;  Seton  v.  Slnde, 
7  Ves.  265,  275  ;  Fowle  v.  Free- 
iH'in,  9  Ves.  351  ;  Western  v. 
Bussell,  3  V.  &  B.  187,  192; 
Flight  V.  Holland,  4  Russ.  298, 
301  ;  Fry,  Sp.  Perf.  §  471. 

(A-)  Above,  p.  795. 

{1}  Above,  pp.  796,  797. 

(m)  Above,  pp.  786  m/. 


(«)  See  Jo/iuson  v.  Pie,  1  Keb. 
905,  913,  where  it  appears  that 
the  infant  had  avoided  a  mort- 
gage made  by  him  ;  Stikeman  v. 
Ihiwsou,  1  l)e  a.  &  S.  113; 
Thiirstan  v.  Nottingham,  ^c.  Bdq. 
Sooj.,  1902,  1  Ch.  1,  12,  13;  af- 
firmed, 19u3,  A.  C.  6  ;  above, 
p.  787.  It  is  true  that  in  the 
last-mentioned  case  the  mortgage 
was  made  void  ab  initio  by  statute. 
But  that  does  not  appear  to  make 
any  difference.  Where  an  in- 
fant's conveyance  is  voidable  at 
his  option,  it  becomes  absolutely 
void  when  he  chooses  to  repudiate 
it;  above,  p.  787.  And  where 
the  law  declares  that  a  man's 
conveyance  is  void  as  against  him, 
equity  will  not,  in  the  absence  of 
fraud,  impose  terms  of  restitution 
or  payment  as  a  condition  of  his 
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represented  himself  to  be  of  full  age,  he  would  in  equity 
be  restrained  from  recovering  the  land  without  refunding 
the  price  (o).  A  completed  purchase  of  land  by  an  Completed 
infant  is  voidable  at  his  option  in  the  sense  that  he  may  f^'^^^^^^  °^ 
disclaim  the  estate  (p),  and  so  escape  any  liability  infaut. 
incident  thereto  ;  as  the  liability  for  the  rent  and  cove- 
nants, if  the  land  bought  were  leasehold  {q) .  But  it  is 
doubtful  whether  he  can  in  any  case  recover  the  price 
paid.  He  certainly  cannot  do  so  unless  he  be  in  a 
position  to  make  entire  restitution  ;  for  it  is  established 
that,  if  this  condition  cannot  be  complied  with,  an 
infant  cannot  recover  money  paid  for  the  purchase  of 
things  which  are  not  necessaries  (r) .  Thus  if  he  pur- 
chase leasehold  land,  w^hich  is  a  wasting  property,  he 
cannot  recover  the  price  paid  for  it  (s) .  It  is  not  certain, 
however,  that  if  an  infant  buy  land  held  in  fee,  he  can- 
not avoid  the  purchase  and  also  recover  the  price.  For 
the  reason  why  an  infant  has  been  held  to  be  debarred 
from  recovering  money  paid  by  him  on  a  purchase, 
seems  to  be  that  he  could  not  put  the  other  party  in  the 
same  position  as  before  (t)  ;  and  we  have  seen  that  in 
the  case  of  a  purchase  of  land  induced  by  fraud,  mere 
occupation  of  the  land  sold  is  not  considered  to  be  a  bar 
to  restitutio  in  integrum,  so  long  as  the  land  has  not  been 

exercisiug  his  legal  right  to  re-  full  age,  the  law  imposes  on  him 

cover  poaseswon  of  the  property.  any  obligation  qumi  ex  contractu 

Otherwise  the  protection   which  to    repay   the  money   as   having 

the  law  accords  to  iufants  would  been  parted  with  under  a  mistake 

be    effectually    defeated.       And  of  fact.     Cf.  the  law  appUedin 

since   the  law  regards  the  pro-  the  case  of  contracts  made  with 

tection  of   infants  against   their  married  women  and  induced  by 

natural  want  of  discretion  as  of  their  fraud ;   see  below. 

such  paramount  importance  that  (o)  Above,  p.  788. 

it  will  not  lay  an  infant  under  an  [p)  Above,  p.  78o. 

obligation    ex    delicto    to    repay  {q)  Holmes  v.   Bluyy,  8  Taunt. 

money  obtained  under  a  contract  508,  509. 

induced  by  the  infant' 8  fraud  (see  (/•)  Holmes  v.   Blor/y,  8  Taunt. 

Johnson  v.  Pic,  ubi  sup.  :  Jennings  508  ;     Vedentmi  v.    Canali,   24   Q. 

V.  Rundall,  8  T.  R.  335,  337),  it  B.  D.  166. 

does    not    appear    that,     where  (••.)  Holmes  v.  Blogg,  ubi  sup. 

money  is  paid  to  an  infant  under  [t)  See  cases  cited  above,  n.  [r)  ; 

a  contract  in  the  belief,   not  in-  Hamilton  \.  Vaughan-Sherrin,  ^-c. 

duced  by  his  fraud,  that  he  is  of  Co.,  1894,  3  Ch.  589,  592—594. 
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wasted  (it).  There  seems  tlierefore  to  be  ground  for 
contending  tliat  an  infant  may  in  like  case  recover  his 
purchase  money  (.r).  It  appears  too  that,  if  there  were 
a  total  failure  of  consideration  on  the  purchase  of  land 
by  an  infant — as  if  the  vendor  had  no  title,  and  the 
infant  were  instantly  ejected — the  infant  might  recover 
the  price  paid  (//).  If  an  infant  buy  land  without 
paying  the  whole  or  part  of  the  purchase  money,  he 
holds  the  land  subject  to  the  vendor's  lien  thereon  for 
the  amount  unpaid  [z)  ;  and  if  land  bought  by  an  infant 
be  paid  for  with  money  advanced  to  him  by  another 
person  for  the  purpose,  the  lender  is  entitled  by  subro- 
gation to  the  same  lien  as  the  vendor  would  have  had. 
Infant's  con-  if  he  had  remained  unpaid  (r/).  If  an  infant  contract 
or^seulaS  to  sell  or  buy  land,  the  contract  appears  to  be  voidable 
at  his  option  {h).  The  other  party  is  completely  bound 
at  law,  but  the  infant  cannot  enforce  the  specific  per- 
formance of  the  contract,  either  during  infancy,  or  (it 
seems)  after  attaining  twenty-one  {c).  And  the  other 
party  cannot  effectually  sue  the  infant  on  any  ratifica- 
tion of  the  contract  made  by  him  after  coming  of  age  {d). 
It  does  not  appear  that  an  infant's  contract  to  pay  after 
attaining  full  age,  either  wholly  or  partly  and  either  at 
one  time  or  by  instalments,  for  land  bought  by  and 
conveyed  to  him  in  infancy  Avould  be  such  a  contract  as 
would  be  binding  on  him  after  coming  of  age  unless  he 
repudiated  it  within  a  reasonable  time  thereafter  [e). 
Thus  if  in  such  case  the  vendor  waived  his  lien  and 
accepted  the  infant's  personal  liability  or  his  promissory 

(m)  Above,  pp.  746,  752,  753.  {b)  Above,  p.  794.     It  is  con- 

{x)  See  1  Dart,  V.  &  P.  27,  5th  ceivable  that  the  purchase  of  land 

ed.  •   31,  6th  ed.  by  an  infant  may  be  a  contract 

(y)     Hamilton      v.       VaHyhan-  for  necessaries,  as  if  he  required 

Sherrin,  ^-c.  Co.,  1894,  3  Ch.  589  ;  a  residence  and  could  obtain  one 

see  above,  p.  787,  n.  (w).  in  no  other  vray  ;  but  this  would 

(2)  Above,  p.  440,  n.  [m).  be  an  exceptional  case. 

(a)   Thurstan  v.  NottingJiam,  S,c.  {e)  Above,  pp.  797,  798. 

Bdg.  Sor,y.,  1902,  1  Ch.   1,   1903,  [d)  Above,  p.  795. 

A.  C.  6.  (<")  See  above,  p.  796. 
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note  or  notes  for  sucli  payment,  it  is  tliouglit  that,  apart 

from  the  Infants  Relief  Act,  the  oiiii.^  of  proving  a 

ratification  of  the  contract  would  fall  on  the  vendor, 

and  so  that  Act  would  deprive  him  of  any  remedy  for 

the  recovery  of  the  money  ( /).     It  has  been  held  that,  Recovery  of 

if  an  infant  contract  to  buy  land  and  pay  a  deposit,  and  f^f^^^  ^^ 

afterwards  refuse  to  comi)lete  the  purchase,  he  cannot  avoidiug  his 

,.,,,,  ,.    contract  to 

recover  the  deposit,  unless  he  can  show  that  the  contract  buy  land, 
was  induced  by  the  vendor's  fraud  (f/).  But  it  is  sub- 
mitted that  this  decision  is  open  to  be  reviewed  in  the 
light  of  the  principle  established  as  above  mentioned, 
that  where  an  infant  pays  money  for  the  purchase  of 
other  things  than  necessaries,  he  cannot  recover  it  //'  he 
be  not  in  a  position  to  make  entire  restitution,  to  the 
seUer  (h)  ;  and  that,  according  to  later  cases,  if  an 
infant  pay  away  money  without  getting  the  possessio)i 
or  substantial  enjoyment  of  anything  in  return,  the 
payment  is  voidable  and  the  money  recoverable  (/). 

According  to  modern  law,  the  act  in  pais  of  a  person.  Persons  of 
who  is  so  insane  as  to  be  incapable  of  understanding  its  ^^^^^ 
effect,  is    void,   if    it   be   purely    gratuitous  (/.•)  :    it   is 
voidable,  if  it  be  done  for  valuable  consideration  under 
agreement  with  some  person  who  w^as   aware   of   his 


(/)  Above,  pp.  795,  796,  and  of  any  chattel,  wherein  the  pro- 

n.  (si.  perty  passes  by  delivery,  must  be 

'  Iq)   Wilson    V.    Kear.e,    Peake,  voidable  only,  as  was  an  insane 

Add.  Cas.  196.     See  also  Expte.  person  s  feotfment  with  livery  of 

Ta>/lor,  8   De  G.  M.  &  G.  254,  seism    before    the     year    1845  ; 

where  note  that  payments   had  Thompson  v.  Ln-ch,  3  Salk.  300 

been  made  to   the  infant  under  fl  ;  ^.  ^ac      Abr.     Idiots     and 

the   contract ;    and   cf .    Corpe  v.  I^^^natics    (P) ;    Sug-    Pow.    604, 

Ovn-fon,  10  Bing.  252.  605,  8th  ed  ;  cf.  above,  p.  .8/, 

„  n.  («).     As  to  a  power  of  attorney 

(/()  Above,  p.  /JJ.  given  by  an  insane   person,  see 

(i)  Above,  pp.  787,  n.  («),  800.  A.-G.  v.  Parnthn;  3  Pro.  C.  C. 

(k)  Elliot  V.  Ince,  7  De  G.  M.  441,  4  Bro.  C.  C.  409  ;  and  as  to 

&  G.  475  ;  Manning  v.  Gill,  L.  R.  the  degree   of    mental    capacity 

13Eq.  485;  Bee  aX&o  Clerk  v .  Clerk ,  necessary  to  make  a  valid  will, 

2    Vern.   412  ;   Expte.    Roberts,    3  see  Banks  v.  Goodfclhic,  L.  R.   5 

Atk.  308,  312,  313.     But  it  seems  Q.  B.  549  ;  Smce  v.  Smce,  5  P.  D. 

that  the  delivery  by  such  a  person  8  4 . 
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insanity  (/)  ;  and  it  is  valid,  if  it  be  done  for  valuable 
consideration  under  agreement  with  some  person  dealing 
■with  him  in  good  faith  and  without  knowledge  of  or 
reasonable  cause  to  suspect  his  insanity  (m).  This  doc- 
trine applies  to  all  dispositions  of  property  as  well 
as  to  all  contracts  made  by  an  insane  person,  and  so 
governs  his  purc/tase  and  conveyance  of  land  equally 
with  his  contract  to  sell  or  buy  it  {n) .  And  it  has  not 
only  been  held  that  the  pyoniiae  of  an  insane  person 
made  for  valuable  consideration  jxiid  or  executed  in  good 
faith  without  notice  of  his  insanity  is  at  law  enforceable 
against  him,  but  it  has  also  been  laid  down  that  the 
same  doctrine  is  applicable  whether  the  contract  be 
executed  or  executory  (o).  As  yet,  however,  it  has  not 
been  precisely  decided  whether  or  how  far  a  contract 
made  in  good  faith  with  an  insane  person  without 
notice  of  his  insanity  is  enforceable  against  him,  where 
the  consideration  is  executory  on  both  sides  and  consists 
of  mutual  promises.  But  it  seems  to  be  no  objection 
that  the  consideration  given  in  the  insane  man's  favour 
is  executory  only  ;  for  if  he  make  a  conveyance  of  his 
property  in  consideration  of  some  promise  made  to  him 
by  a  person  acting  in  good  faith  and  without  notice  of 
his  insanity,  the  conveyance  is  held  to  be  valid  and 
irrevocable  (^j).  It  appears,  therefore,  that  an  insane 
man's  contract  is  valid  at  law,  if  the  other  party  enter 
into  it  in  good  faith  and  in  ignorance  of  his  insanity, 
notwithstanding  that  it  consist  of  mutual  promises  only. 
It  follows  from  what  has  been  said  above  that  an  insane 
person  is  under  no  incapacity  to  hold  land. 


(/)  See    Matthews    v.    Baxter,  De  G.  M.  &  G.  47-5,  487,  488  ; 

L.    R.    8   Ex.    132  ;    Pollock   on  Sug.  Pow.  604,  605,  8tli  ed. 

Contract,  94,  7th  ed.  i  \    t         ■  i   i         r,          c, 

(;«)  Molton  V.   Camroux,  2  Ex.  .J''}  \"T''^K^c.T  ^'-  ^-  '^''"'' 

487,  4  Ex.  17  ;  Imperial  Loati  Co.  ^^^^'  ^  ^-  ^-  ^^^• 

V.  Stone,  1892,  1  Q.  B.  599.  {p)  Molton  v.   Camroux,  2  Ex. 

(«)  See  Price  v.  Berrington,  3  487,     4     Ex.      17  ;      Beavan     v. 

Mac.  &  G.  486  :  EUiot  v.  Inee,  7  McDonnell,  9  Ex.  309. 
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Where  the  purc/tase,  conveyance  or  contract  of  a  Who  may 
person  of  unsound  mind  is  voidable,  it  may  be  affirmed  fn^ane^man's 
or  avoided  by  himself  if  he  recover  his  senses  (ry),  or  by  voidable  act. 
his  representatives  after  his  death  if  he  die  insane,  or 
die  sane  but  without  having  affirmed  the  transaction  (>•). 
An  insane  man's  voidable  contract  may  also  be  avoided 
during  his  insanity ;  for  if  he  be  sued  thereon,  as  he 
may  be  (s),  his  committee  or  guardian  ad  litem  may 
defend  the  action  on  his  behalf  (0,  and  may  plead  his 
insanity,  coupled  with  the  plaintiff's  knowledge  thereof 
at  the  time  of  making  the  contract ;  and  this  plea,  if 
proved,  will  bar  the  action  (2«).  And  as  an  insane 
person  may  sue,  if  found  lunatic  by  inquisition,  by  his 
committee,  and  otherwise  by  his  next  friend  {x),  to 
obtain  any  remedy  which  he  might  assert,  if  sane,  in 
person  (//),  active  proceedings  may  be  so  taken  on  his 
behalf  during  his  insanity  to  set  aside  any  voidable 
purc/iase,  conveyance  or  contract  taken  or  made  by 
him  (z) .  In  the  case  of  lunatics  so  found  by  inquisition 
the  Court  in  Lunacy  has  jurisdiction  to  elect  on  their 
behalf  to  avoid  or  confirm  any  voidable  purchase,  con- 
veyance or  contract  made  by  them,  and  will  exercise 
this   jurisdiction    as    may   be   best    for   the    lunatic's 


(q)  Uoltonv.Camro?tx,ubi8\np.;  rule  17.     The  committee  should 

Suo-.  Pow.  605,  8th  ed.  obtain  the  sanction  of  the  Master 

M    Co.    Litt.     2b  ;    2    Black.  in  Lunacy  before  suing ;   see  Ee 

Comm.    291  ;    Bennet  v.   Vade,   2  Hinchcliffe,  73  L.  T.  522  ;  but  the 

Atk.  324  ;   Frank  v.  Maimcaring,  next  friend  need  not  do  so  ;   see 

2  Beav.  115.  next  note. 

(.s)  Insane  persons  are  not  ex-  (,y)    Didiskeim    v.    London    and 

cmpt  from  being  sued  ;  see  Oiccn  JJ'esimhisier  Bank,  1900,  2  Ch.  15, 

V  Daries,  1  Ves.sen.82;  Brockwell  43;  Xnv  York,  ^r.  Co.  v.  Kcyscr, 

V.  Bullock,  22  Q.  B.  D.  567  ;  and  1901,  1  Ch.  666  ;  see  also  Pope  on 

as  to  execution  against  their  pro-  Lunacy,  329,  2nd  ed.  ;  Coppendale 

perty  Re  Clarke,  1898,  1  Ch.  336  ;  v.  Siorderland,  Barnes,  42  ;  Jones 

Re  Broivn,  1900,    1    Ch.   489  ;    Re  v.    Lloyd,    L.    R.    18    Eq.    265  ; 

Seaqer  Hunt;  1900,  2  Ch.  54,  n.  Wilder  v.  Figott,  22  Ch.  D.  263, 

(t)  R.  S.  C.  1883,  Order  XVI.  268  ;  Forler  v.  Fortcr,  37  Ch.  D. 

rule  17.  420. 

(u)  See   Fmperial   Loan    Co.    v.  (z)    Fisher  v.  Melles,  L.   R.    18 

Stone,  1892,  1  Q.  B.  599.  Eq.   268,  n.  ;  Re  Gordon,   L.  R. 

{x)  R.  S.  C.  1883,  Order  XVI.  10  Ch.  192. 


804 


OF  PERSONAL  INCAPACITY. 


Insane  man's 
contract  to 
buy  or  sell 
land. 

"Whether 
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formance by 
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will  be 
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benefit  (r/).  And  the  High  Court  has  the  like  juris- 
diction to  elect  on  behalf  of  insane  persons  not  so 
found  (/>). 

It  thus  appears  that,  if  an  insane  person  contract  to 
sell  or  buy  land,  the  contract  will  be  voidable  or  valid, 
according  as  the  other  party  had  or  had  not  knowledge 
of  the  insanity  (c).  It  has  not  been  decided,  since  this 
doctrine  was  established,  whether  the  Court  will  make 
an  order  for  the  specific  performance  by  an  insane 
person  of  a  valid  contract  made  by  him  during  his 
insanity.  Under  the  old  law,  which  regarded  all 
lunatics'  contracts  as  void  {d),  the  Court  of  Chancery 
would  not  decree  the  specific  performance  by  a  lunatic 
of  a  contract  made  whilst  he  was  of  unsound  mind  {c)  ; 
and  apparently  it  would  order  the  rescission  of  an 
executory  contract  made  by  a  lunatic  and  remaining 
unperformed  (./)  :  but  it  would  not  interfere  to  set  aside 
a  contract  made  by  a  lunatic  with  one,  who  had  no 
knowledge  of  his  insanity,  where  the  contract  had  been 
partly  performed  {[/).  The  Court  would,  however,  order 
the  specific  performance  by  a  lunatic  of  a  contract  made 
whilst  he  was  of  sound  mind  (h).  It  is  therefore  sub- 
mitted that,  as  lunatics'  contracts  made  with  persons 
dealing  with  them  in  good  faith  and  without  knowledge 
of  their  insanity  are  now  recognised  as  valid  at  law. 


(a)  Bac.  Abr.  Idiots  (D,  F)  ; 
Sergeson  v.  Sealey,  2  Atk.  412  ; 
Re  Seflon,  1898,  2  Ch.  378  ;  Bald- 
ivyn  V.  Smith,  1900,  1  Ch.  588. 

\b)  Wilder  V.  Figott,  22  Ch.  D. 
263,  268. 

{c)  Above,  pp.  801,  802  ;  see 
Scrqrgon  v.  Sealey,  2  Atk.  412  ; 
Jia'hhvyn  V.  S}>,ith,  1900,  1  Cli. 
')88,  where  it  does  not  appear 
whether  the  other  party  was 
aware  of  the  insanity  or  not. 
Tlie  learned  judge's  diction  that 
the  contract  was  voidable  must  be 
confined  to  the  case  of  a  contract 


made  with  knowledge  of  the  in- 
sanity ;  see  above,  p.  802. 

[d)  Thompson  v.  Leech,  3  Salk. 
300,  301  ;  Bac.  Abr.  Idiots  (F)  ; 
Niell  V.  Morley,  9  Ves.  478,  481, 
482. 

{e)  Hall  V.  IVarrcn,  9  Ves.  605. 

(/)  Niell  V.  Morley,  9  Ves.  478, 
481  ;  Frost  v.  Bcarnn,  Tl  L.  J.  Ch. 
638  ;  as  to  which,  see  I  Dart,  V. 
&  P.  7,  n.  {h). 

(g)  Niell  V.  Morleg,  9  Ves.  478. 

{h)  Owen  V.  Bavies,  1  Ves.  sen. 
82  ;  above,  p.  492. 
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wliether  the  contract  be  executed  or  executory  (?"),  the 
Court  should  now  enforce  the  specific  performance  by 
lunatics  of  such  contracts ;  for  under  the  old  law  and 
practice  it  was  the  supposed  invalidity  of  the  con- 
tract (/i-),  and  not  the  defendant's  lunacy  at  the  time  of 
the  proceedings  to  enforce  it  specifically,  which  pre- 
vented the  Court  from  granting  this  relief.  If  a  lunatic 
make  a  valid  or  voidable  contract  for  the  sale  or  pur- 
chase of  land,  and  be  so  found  by  inquisition,  the 
transaction  may  be  confirmed  and  carried  out,  under 
the  present  practice,  by  order  of  the  Master  in  Lunacy  (/) ; 
and  if  the  lunatic  were  the  vendor,  the  land  may  be 
conveyed  on  completion  of  the  contract  by  his  committee 
acting  under  the  Master's  order  on  his  behalf  (^;?).  If 
the  lunatic  be  not  so  found  by  inquisition,  but  be  a 
person,  to  whom  the  powers  of  management  and  ad- 
ministration given  by  the  Lunacy  Act,  1890(>?),  apply, 
and  were  the  vendor,  the  contract  may  be  carried  out  in 
effect,  if  an  order  of  the  Master  in  Lunacy  can  be 
obtained  for  sale  of  the  land  and  for  its  conveyance  by 
such  person  as  he  shall  direct  (o).  But  it  does  not 
appear  that  this  Act  confers  any  jurisdiction  to  order 
the  performance  of  contracts  made  during  their  insanity 
by  lunatics  not  so  found  ;  it  only  authorises  orders 
directing  the  performance  of  their  contracts  made  before 
their   lunacy  (7>').      And    as    regards    lunatics   not   so 

{%)  Above,  p.  802.  contract,  in  its  converted  state  as 

,,,   „        ,  o„,  personalty  or  realty:  Sergeson  v. 

{k)  See  above,  p.  804.  ^.^^,;^,^^   ^^Vtk.  ^Vl  ;   Baldmjn  v. 

{!)  See    stats.    53    Vict.    c.    5,  Smith,  ubi  sup. 
s.  120,  authorising  orders  for  sale  (,„)    gge   stat.    53    Vict.   c.    5, 

of  lunatic's  property  to  be  made;  g,  124  ;  above,  pp.  492,  493. 
54  &  55  Vict.  c.  65,  s.  27  (1);  Re  /  ^  ci„4.    co  -«r;„4.    «    <;    =    n« 

SmUh,  L.  R.  10  Ch.  79  ;  Baldwyn  ,,/  Iw   ^  4^2  ' 

V.    Smith,    1900,    1   Ch.    588.     It  ^^V  ^^°^^'  ?"  ^^^-      ,,. 
may  be  noted  that  if  the  Court  W    See   stats.    53   Vict.   c.    5, 

in    Lunacy    confirm    a   lunatic's  ^s.    116   (2),    120,    124;   54  &  55 

voidable  contract  for  the  sale  or  Vict.    c.    65,    s.    27    (1)  ;    above, 

purchase   of  land,   the  lunatic's  PP-  '^^^i  ^^^* 
representatives  will  take  the  pro-  [p)  Stat.  53  Vict.  c.  5,  8.  120 

perty,  which  is  the  fruit  of  the  (i)  ;  above,  p.  492. 
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found,  it  appears  tliat  the  Court  in  Lunacy  has  no  more 
than  the  jurisdiction  expressly  conferred  upon  it  by  the 
Lunacy  Act,  1890  (q) ;  although  as  regards  lunatics  so 
found  by  inquisition  this  Court  is  not  limited  to  the 
powers  so  given,  but  may  exercise  the  powers  which  it 
derives  from  the  Royal  prerogative  {>•)  concerning 
lunatics  and  the  management  of  their  property  (s).  If 
therefore  the  Court  in  Lunacy  will  not  make  the  order 
for  sale,  the  purchaser  will  have  no  remedy  but  to  sue 
for  specific  performance  of  the  contract,  and  for  an 
order  that  on  payment  of  the  purchase  money  the 
vendor  may  be  declared  a  trustee  and  the  land  sold 
vested  in  himself  {f).  If  the  lunatic  were  the  purchaser 
and  be  a  person,  to  whom  the  above-mentioned  powers 
of  management  are  applicable,  the  contract  may,  it 
seems,  be  completed  under  an  order  of  the  Master  in 
Lunacy,  who  is  authorised  to  sanction  the  payment  of 
the  lunatic's  debts  or  engagements  (ii).  If  such  an 
order  cannot  be  obtained,  the  vendor  will  be  obliged 
to  assert  his  rights  by  action. 

Although  a  lunatic's  conveyance  made  for  valuable 
consideration  to  a  person  dealing  with  him  in  good 
faith  and  without  notice  of  his  insanity  is  valid  (.r),  it 
does  not  appear  that,  where  a  lunatic's  conveyance  was 
originally  voidable  (//),  it  will  be  made  valid  by  a  sub- 
sequent conveyance  from  the  alienee  to  a  purchaser  for 
value  taken  from  him  without  notice  of  the  lunacy. 
In  this  respect  a  lunatic's  voidable  conveyance  seems 


(q)  Above,  n.  (o) ;  see  lie  Baggs, 
1894,  2  Ch.  416,  n.  ;  iJidisheiin  v. 
London     and     ircstminater    Ban],-, 

1900,  2  Ch.  15,  45;  Re  Langdalc, 

1901,  1  Ch.  3. 

(r)  Bac.  Abr.  Idiots  (C)  ;  1 
Black.  Coram.  303  sq. 

(i)  Re  Sefton,  1898,  2  Ch.  378. 

[t)  See  above,  p.  470,  n. ;  3 
Seton  on  Decrees,  2287,  6th  ed. 


('<)  See  stat.  53  Vict.  c.  5, 
8.  117;  below,  p.  807. 

(.r)  Above,  p.  802.  The  ground 
of  this  rule  of  modern  lavr  seems 
to  be  that,  if  an  insane  man  so 
conduct  himself  as  to  appear  sane 
to  a  person  of  ordinary  intelli- 
gence, he  shall  be  estopped  from 
alleging  his  insanity.  Cf.  the 
case  of  mistake,  above,  p.  668. 

(y)  Above,  p.  801. 
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to  stand  on  the  same  footing  as  an  infant's,  the  estate 
in  the  land  conveyed  revesting  immediately  on  the 
avoidance  of  the  lunatic's  act  without  any  necessity  for 
a  reconveyance  (z) .  And  it  is  thought  that,  as  in  the 
case  of  conveyance  by  an  infant  (r/),  if  a  lunatic's  void- 
able conveyance  be  avoided,  the  property  thereby  assured 
can  be  recovered  without  refunding  any  purchase  money 
or  other  consideration  received  for  making  the  convey- 
ance. It  apj)ears,  however,  that  where  a  lunatic's 
voidable  conveyance  has  been  made  to  persons  who, 
acting  in  good  faith  with  the  sole  object  of  securing  his 
benefit,  have  incurred  expenses  or  liabilities  for  his  use 
in  consideration  thereof,  the  Coiu't  will,  under  its  equit- 
able jurisdiction,  impose  proper  terms  to  secure  then- 
indemnity  before  lending  its  aid  to  set  aside  the  con- 
veyance or  recover  the  property  assured  (b). 

With  respect  to  the  sale   of   insane   persons'  lands  Sale  of 
irrespective  of   their  own  contracts  to   sell  them,  the  Ij^^'espectivr"^' 
Court  in  Lunacy  may  by  order  authorise  the  sale  of  o*  t^eir  con- 
any  property  belonging  to  any  lunatic,  to  whom  the  them, 
powers  of   administration   given  by  the   Lunacy  Act, 
1890  (f),  apply.     And  the  Court  may  also   order  that 
any  property  of  any  such   lunatic   be    sold,    charged, 
mortgaged,  dealt  with  or  disposed  of  as  the  Coiu't  thinks 
most  expedient  for  the  purpose  of  raising  or  securing, 
or  repaying  with  or  without  interest,  money  which  is 
to  be  or  which  has  been  applied  to  all  or  any  of  the 
purposes  following  :  —  (1)  Payment  of  the  lunatic's  debts 


(s)  Above,  pp.  787,  78S.     It  is  set  it  aside,  so  that  a  re-convey- 

thought  that  the  doctrine    of    a  anee  is  necessary,  if  the  transac- 

voidable   conveyance  being  ren-  tion     be     avoided ;     sec     above, 

dered  unimpeachable  by  a  sub-  pp.  674,  747,  787,  n.  {p). 

sequent   conveyance    to    a    pur-  ^,\  Above  p.  798. 

chaser  for  value  vrithout  notice  ,,.    c,  ,,           '       ,'         „    _, 

applies  only  where  the  first  con-  .aVot^Z'    '^'"^'"'"'   t,?^'"''- 

veyance    effectually    passes    the  l^'^-  204.     Cf.  above,  p.  /88. 

assuror's  estate,  leaving  in  him  {c)  Stat.  53  Vict.  c.  5,  ss.   116 

nothing  but  a  right  of  action  to  (1),  120  (a)  ;  above,  p.  492. 
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or  engagements  ;  (2)  discharge  of  any  incumbrance  ou 
bis  property  ;  (3)  payment  of  any  debt  or  expenditure 
incurred  for  the  lunatic's  maintenance  or  otherwise  for 
his  benefit ;  (4)  payment  of  or  provision  for  the  expenses 
of  his  future  maintenance  {(/).  Under  these  powers,  a 
lunatic's  land  may  be  sold  in  consideration  of  a  rent- 
charge  (f).  But  the  simple  power  of  sale  given  by 
sect.  120  of  the  Act  does  not  authorise  a  sale  in  con- 
sideration of  the  receipt  of  shares  in  a  company  (/). 
Where  a  lunatic's  lands  are  sold  under  the  powers  of 
this  Act,  the  conveyance  is  executed  on  the  lunatic's 
behalf  by  his  committee,  if  he  be  found  a  lunatic  by 
inquisition,  or  by  such  person  as  the  Court  approves ; 
and  if  so  executed,  will  be  effectual  to  convey  the 
lunatic's  estate  therein  {g).  And  the  committee  or  such 
person  may  enter  into  the  usual  covenants  for  title  on 
the  lunatic's  behalf,  or,  it  seems,  into  any  other  cove- 
nants, which  it  would  be  usual  and  proper  for  the 
vendor  to  make(/0.  The  Court  in  Lunacy  is  also 
empowered  by  order  to  authorise  the  committee  of  a 
lunatic  so  found,  or  such  person  as  the  Court  appoints 
in  the  case  of  other  lunatics  mentioned  in  the  Lunacy 
Act,  1890(/),  to  exercise  any  power  or  give  any  consent 
required  for  the  exercise  of  any  power,  where  the  power 
is  vested  in  the  lunatic  for  his  own  benefit  or  the  power 
of  consent  is  in  the  nature  of  a  beneficial  interest  in  the 
lunatic  (/.•)  ;  and  also  to  exercise  any  power  vested  in 
the  lunatic  in  the  character  of  trustee  or  guardian,  or 
give  any  consent  of  the  lunatic  necessary  in  the  like 
character  to  the  exercise  of  a  powder  or  as  a  check  upon 
the  undue  exercise  of  the  power  (l).  These  provisions 
enable  a  general  power  of  appointment  to  be  exercised 


(<f)Stat.  53  Vict.  c.  5,8.  117(1). 
(e)  Re  Ware,  1892,  1  Ch.  344. 
(/)  Re  A.  B.,  1899,  W.  N.  233. 
Cf.  above,  p.  277. 

{g)    See    btat.    53    Vict.    c.    5, 


8S.  116  (2),  124;  above, pp. 492,493. 
{h)  Re  Ray,  1896,  1  Ch.  468. 
(j)  Above,  p.  492. 
(/.•)  Stat.  53  Vict.  c.  5,  s.  120  (1). 
(/)  Sect.  128. 
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on  behalf  of  a  lunatic ;  or  an  express  power  of  sale  of 
lands  vested  in  an  insane  person  as  a  trustee  to  be 
exercised  on  his  behalf  (/><)  ;  or  consent  to  be  given  on 
his  behalf  to  the  exercise  of  a  power  of  sale  exercisable 
by  trustees  with  his  consent ;  or  a  power  to  appoint 
new  trustees  to  be  exercised  on  an  insane  person's 
behalf  (y?)-  But  they  do  not  enable  the  power  of  sale  As  to  the 
given  by  the  Settled  Land  Act,  1882  (o),  to  be  exercised  sale  under  the 
on  behalf  of  a  lunalic  not  so  found  by  inquisition  {p).  ^^l^^^gl^f'^^ 
By  the  Settled  Land  Act,  1882  (q),  where  a  tenant  for 
life,  or  a  person  having  the  powers  of  a  tenant  for  life 
under  that  Act  is  a  lunatic  so  found  hy  inqiiisitioii,  the 
committee  of  his  estate  may,  under  an  order  of  the 
Court  in  Lunacy  (r),  exercise  on  his  behalf  the  powers 
of  a  tenant  for  life  under  that  Act.  In  all  the  above- 
mentioned  matters,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  in 
Lunacy  is  now  exercisable  by  the  Masters  (.s). 

The  act  in  pais  of  a  man,  who  is  so  drunk  as  to  be  Drunken 
incapable  of  understanding  its  effect,  is  governed  by  P^^^°^^- 
the  same  law  as  the  act  of  an  insane  person  {f) .  Where 
a  drunken  man's  act  is  done  for  valuable  consideration 
under  agreement  with  some  other  person,  it  is  voidable 
at  his  option,  if  the  other  knew  of  his  condition :  but  it 
is  valid,  if  the  other  were  not  aware  of  and  had  no 
reasonable  cause  to  suspect  his  defective  state  of  mind 
and  dealt  with  him  in  good  faith.  This  doctrine  is 
applicable  to  a  drunken  -person's  purchase  or  conveyance 

(;«)  He  X.,  1894,  2  Ch.  415.  a  limited  estate  only  in  the  pro- 

{>/)  Re  Short ridr/e,  1895,   I  Ch.  perty  over  which  the  power  ex- 

278  ;   Re  Fuller,  1900,  2  Ch.  551.  tends;  stat.  53  Vict.  c.  5,  s.  120, 

(o)   Above,  pp.  307  sq.  (h) ;  Re  Salt,  1896,  1  Ch.  117. 

Ip)  Re  Baggs,  1894,  2  Ch.  416,  (,^)  Stat.  45  &  46  Viet.  c.  38, 

n.     But   the  powers  of   leasing  g.  62  ;  Re  Rag,  1896,  1  Ch.  468. 
given  by  the  Settled  Land  Act,  ,.  g^^  ^^^^_  53  y^^^^  ^  5^  g_  ^qS. 

1882,    may   be    so    exercised   on  ;  ' 

behalf  of  a  lunatic ;  ns  the  Lunacy  (*)  S  at.  54  &  55  Vict    c    65 

Act,    1890,   expressly   authorises  «    '27  (1);  Re  Langdalc,   1901,    1 

the   execution   of   any  power  of  ^"^-  ^y  '• 


leasing  vested  in  a  lunatic  having  {t)  Above,  p.  801. 
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of  land,  and  to  his  contract  to  sell  or  buy  land  («),  It 
is,  however,  questionable  whether  a  drunken  man's 
gratuitous  conveyance  is  absolutely  void,  as  a  lunatic's 
is  (.r)  ;  for  it  seems  that  he  might  confirm  it  when 
sober  (?/). 

Convicts.  Convicts,  or  persons  against  whom  judgment  of  death 

or  penal  servitude  has  been  pronounced  or  recorded  for 
treason  or  felony  {z),  are  not  under  any  incapacity  to 
purchase  land  {a) .  And  since  the  Forf eitm-e  Act,  L870  {h) , 
■which  abolished  all  attainder,  forfeiture  or  escheat  upon 
judgment  for  treason  or  felony,  convicts  may  hold  land. 
But  by  the  same  Act  (c),  convicts  are  incapable,  while 
subject  to  the  operation  of  the  Act,  of  alienating  or 
charging  any  property,  or  of  making  any  contract,  and 
are  prohibited  from  bringing  any  action  at  law  or  in 
equity  for  the  recovery  of  any  property,  debt  or  damage 
•whatsoever.  All  these  disabilities  on  the  part  of  a 
convict  are,  however,  suspended  while  he  is  lawfully  at 
large  under  any  license  {d).  By  the  same  Act,  an 
administrator  of  any  convict's  property  may  be  appointed 
by  the  Crown  {e)  ;  and  upon  such  appointment  all  the 
real  and  personal  property  to  which  the  convict  was  at 
the  time  of  his  conviction  or  shall  w^hile  subject  to  the 
Act  become  entitled,  shall  vest  in  the  administrator  (/). 
The  administrator  has  absolute  power  to  let,  mortgage, 

(u)  See    Matthews    v.    Baxter,  the  4th  of  July,  1870,  should  not 

L.  R.  8  Ex.  132  ;  and  cases  cited  forget  that  it  may  be  necessary  to 

above,  p.  802,  n.  («).  take  account  of  the  previous  law 

{x)  Above,  p.  801.  in  this  respect;  as  to  which,  see 

Ij/)  See    3Iolton    v.     Camroux,  Wms.    Real  Prop.   48,    55,   293, 

^'KiL.\'t,l9;  Slatthcws -v.  Baxter,  19th   ed.,   and   authorities  there 

ubi  sup.  cited. 

(z)  See  Stat.  33  &  34  Vict.  c.  23,  (o)  Sect.  8  ;  above,  p.  495. 

B.  6.  [d]  Stat.  33  &  34  Vict.  c.   23, 

[a)  See  Co.  Litt.  2b ;  Sug.  V.  s.  30. 
&  P.  68.5.  {e)  Sect.  9. 

(i)  Stat.  33  &  34  Vict.  c.  23,  (/)  Sect.  10.     Property  vested 

8.1.     Conveyancers  investigating  in  a  convict  on  any  trust  or  by 

title  prior  to  the  commencement  way   of   mortgage  is  excepted : 

of  this  Act,  which  was  passed  on  stat.  66  &  57  Vict.  c.  53,  s.  48. 
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sell,  convey  and  transfer  any  part  of  such  property  as 
to  him  shall  seem  fit  (,^7).  It  is,  however,  pi-ovided  that 
no  property  acquired  hy  a  convict  while  he  is  lawfully 
at  large  under  any  license  shall  vest  in  his  adminis- 
trator, but  the  convict  shall  be  entitled  thereto  without 
any  interference  on  the  administrator's  part(/?).  Any 
property  of  the  convict  vested  in  his  administrator 
revests  in  the  convict  or  his  representatives  on  his 
ceasing  to  be  subject  to  the  operation  of  the  Act  (/)  ; 
this  occurs  on  his  death,  bankruptcy,  completion  of  his 
term  of  punishment  or  pardon  (k). 

Outlawry  is  practically  obsolete.  Theoretically,  how-  Outlaws, 
ever,  a  man  may  still  be  outlawed  if  he  fly  from  justice 
upon  criminal  proceedings  against  him  (/).  Outlawry 
is  a  cause  of  forfeiture  to  the  Crown  of  the  outlawed 
person's  goods  and  chattels,  including  his  chattels 
real  (m).  An  outlaw  cannot  therefore  make  any  valid 
disposition  of  his  chattels  after  the  title  of  the  Crown  to 
have  them  has  accrued ;  and  any  previous  disposition  of 
them  made  with  intent  to  avoid  the  forfeiture  will  be 
void  (n).  Since  the  Forfeiture  Act,  1870  (0),  judgment 
of  outlawry  for  treason  or  felony  no  longer  entails  any 
attainder,  and  does  not  occasion  any  escheat  to  the  lord 
or  forfeiture  to  the  Crown  of  the  outlaw's  freehold  or 
copyhold  estates  of  inheritance  (p).    But  an  outlaw  still 

(ff)  Sect.  12;   Carr  y.  Anderson,  {p)  See  Wms.  Real  Prop.  48, 

1903,  2  Ch.  279.  49,   55,   93,   108,  n.  {</},  188,  464. 

{h)  Sect.  30.  By  the  Forfeiture  Act,  1870,  stat. 

[i)  Sect.  18.  33   &   34  Vict.  c.    23,   s.    1,    it  is 

(k)  Sect.  7.  provided    that    nothing    therein 

(/)    Short    &    Mellor's    Crown  shall  affect  the  law  of  forfeiture 

Office  Practice,  384  ;  Wms.  Pers.  consequent  upon  outlawry.     But 

Prop.  94,  and  n.  {c),  15th  ed.  it  is  thout^ht  that  this  exoeption 

(/»)  Bac.   Abr.   Outlawry  (D)  ;  relates  only  to  the  law  of   for- 

4  Black.  Coram.  319,  387.  feiture  of  goods,  and  not  to  the 

(«)  See  3  Rep.  82b  ;   4  Black.  forfeiture  of  freeholds  in  fee  on 

Comm.     387,     388  ;    Perkins     v.  outlawry  for  high  treason  ;    for 

Bradley,  1  Hare,  219,  227  ;  Chowne  such  forfeiture  was  a  conseqiience 

V.  Bcu/Us,  31  Beav.  351,  356.  of   the   outlaw's    attainder  ;    see 

(0)  Stat.  33  &  34  Vict.  c.  23,  Bac.  Abr.  Outlawry  (D) ;  4  Black. 

s.  1  ;  aboTO,  p.  810.  Comm.  381—387. 
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forfeits  tlie  profits  of  his  real  estate  while  he  lives  {q). 
Outlaws  are  not  disabled  from  purchasing  lands  (r)  ; 
and,  except  as  prevented  by  the  above-mentioned  law 
of  forfeiture,  they  are  now  free  to  hold  and  dispose  of 
them.  Outlaws  are  capable  of  making  contracts  and 
may  be  sued  thereon :  but  as  they  cannot  appear  in 
Court  to  enforce  any  remedy  for  their  own  benefit, 
except  to  reverse  the  outlawry  (.s),  they  cannot  enforce 
their  agreements  if). 

Aliens.  At  common  law,  aliens  {n)  might  ^5?f>rArt6'<',  but  were 

incapable  of  inheriting  lands,  or  of  holding  any  estate 
therein ;  save  only  a  lease  for  years  of  a  house  occupied 
by  a  friendly  alien  merchant  (.»).  And  the  conveyance 
of  any  other  estate  in  land  to  or  in  trust  for  {ij)  an  alien 
was  a  cause  of  forfeiture  of  the  alien's  interest  to  the 
Crown  (s).  Aliens  were  not,  however,  under  any  in- 
capacity with  respect  to  the  acquisition,  enjoyment  or 
disposition   of    chattels   personal  (a).      But   since   the 

[a)    Bac.  Abr.  Outlawry  (D)  :  Bu  Honrmelln  v.  Sheldon,  1  Beav. 

Short   &   MeUor's   Crown  Office  79,  4  My.  &  Cr.  525. 
Practice,  385.  (-)  Co.   Litt.   2b  ;  Wms.    Real 

(>•)  See  Co.  Litt.  2b.-  Prop.  294,  19th  ed. 

\fi)  Aldridge  v.  BuUcr,  2  M.   &  {a)   Calrin's  case,   7   Rep.    17a  ; 

W.  412;  Re^Mander,  6  Q.  B.  867,  And.  25  ;   1   Black.  Comra.  372. 

873  ;  R.  V.  Lowe,  8  Ex.  697.  It  should,  however,  be  noted  that 

{t)  Above,  p.  2.  when  a  war  breaks  out  between 

(«<)    As    to  what    persons   are  this    country    and    any    foreign 

aliens,   and   as   to   denizens,   see  state,  all  rights  of  property  or 

Wms.  Real  Prop.  294,  and  n.  {y),  contract  conferred  by  English  law 

19th  ed.  on  any  subject  of  that  state  are 

\x)  Co.  Litt.  2b.  By  stat.  7  &  regarded  in  law  as  being  liable 
8  Vict.  c.  66,  s.  5,  a  resident  to  confiscation  and  are  only  en- 
alien,  the  subject  of  a  friendly  joyed,  if  at  all,  by  the  license  or 
state,  might  hold  lands  for  any  permission  of  the  Crown ;  1  Black, 
term  not  exceeding  twenty-one  Coram.  2>12\  Albrcchtw.  Sussmann, 
years  for  the  purposes  of  residence  2  V.  &  B.  323,  327  ;  Clemontson  v. 
or  business.  Blessig,    11    Ex.    135,    141  ;    and 

(y)  Harrow  y.  Wadkm,  24  Beav.  cases  cited,  above,  p.  773,  and  in 

1 ;  Hharp  v.  St.  Sauveur,  L.  R.  7  note  (A),  below.     And  see    TFolf 

Ch.   343  ;    overruling  Rittson   v.  v.  O.v/wlm,  6  M.   &  S.  92  ;  Cock- 

Stordy,  3  Sm.  &  G.  230.     But  if  burn  on  Nationality,  150  ;   Hall's 

lands  were  directed  to  be  sold  and  International  Law,  §  144,  pp.  453 

the  proceeds  given  to  an  alien,  sq.,  4th  ed.  ;    Hanger  v.  Abbott, 

the  Crown  had  then  no  claim  ;  6  Wallace,  632,  536,  537. 
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Naturalization  Act,  1870  (b),  real  and  personal  property 
of  every  description  (c)  may  be  taken,  acquired,  held 
and  disposed  of  by  an  alien  in  tbe  same  manner  in  all 
respects  as  by  a  natural-born  British  subject  {d)  ;  and  a 
title  to  real  and  personal  property  of  every  description 
may  be  derived  through,  from  or  in  succession  to  an 
alien  (c)  in  the  same  manner  in  all  respects  as  through, 
from  or  in  succession  to  a  natiu'al-born  British  subject. 
Aliens  are  not  under  any  incapacity  with  respect  to 
making  contracts  with  British  subjects ;  and  friendly 
aliens  may  bring  actions  in  the  English  Courts  as  well 
as  British  subjects  (/).  But  alien  enemies  are  disabled, 
so  long  as  hostilities  last  (though  no  longer),  from 
bringing  or  maintaining  any  action  in  an  English 
Court  (ff),  either  in  person  or  by  agent  (//).  There  is, 
however,  an  exception  in  the  case  of  alien  enemies 
resident  in  this  country  under  the  King's  protection  (/). 


{b)  Stat.  33  Vict.  c.  14,  s.  2, 
passed  12th  May,  1870,  aad 
amended  by  stats.  33  &  34  Vict, 
c.  102  ;  35  &  36  Vict.  c.  39 ;  and 
58  &  59  Vict.  c.  43.  This  Act  is 
not  retrospective ;  Sharp  v.  St. 
Sauveur,  L.  R.  7  Ch.  343. 

(c)  Except  British  ships;  stat. 
33  &  34  Vict.  c.  14,  s.  14. 

[d)  See  note  («) ,  above. 

[<■)  All  the  King's  natural-born 
subjects  were  enabled  to  trace 
their  title  by  descent  through 
their  alien  ancestors  by  stat.  1 1  «& 
12  Will.  III.  c.  6,  explained  by 
25  Geo.  II.  c.  39. 

(/)  Co.  Litt.  r29b;  Dyer,  2b; 
Bac.  Abr.  Aliens  (D).  Aliens 
could  not  maintain  real  or  mixed 
actions  :  but  now  that  they  may 
hold  lands,  they  are  entitled  to 
recover  them. 

(g)  Co.  Litt.  129b  ;  Le  Bret  v. 
Papillon,  4  East,  502 ;  Flindt  v. 
Waters,  15  East,  260 ;  above, 
p.  783  ;  Alcinous  v.  Nigreu,  4  E. 
&  B.  217  ;  and  see  Brief ontein , 
S;c.  V.  Jfmson,  1901,  2  K.  B.  419, 


affirmed,  1902,  A.  C.  484,  where 
the  objection  was  waived. 

(//)  Bra)ulo»  v.  Xcshift,  6  T.  R. 
23.  It  appears  that,  where  rights 
of  action  have  accrued  to  aliens  in 
time  of  peace  and  their  remedies 
are  suspended  by  the  breaking  out 
of  war,  any  statute  of  limitations 
will  continue  to  run  against  them 
during  the  war  ;  for  the  cause  of 
action  is  not  affected  and  the  right 
is  regarded  in  law  as  being  liable 
to  confiscation;  see  A.-G.  v. 
Tf'ccden,  Parker,  2(i7 ;  Flindt  v. 
Waters,  15  East,  260,  266  ;  Rhodes 
V.  Smethurst,  6  M.  &  W.  351; 
Le  Wahl  v.  Bratiue,  25  L.  J.  Ex. 
343,  344,  345;  above,  p.  812,  n. 
[a)  ;  Pollock  on  Contract,  96,  7th 
ed.  In  the  United  States,  how- 
ever, it  has  been  decided  that 
statutes  of  limitations  do  not  run 
in  such  circumstances  during  the 
war:  Hanger  y .  Alhott ,  6  Wallace, 
532;  Broun  v.  Hiatts,  15  Wallace 
(82  U.  S.),  177  ;  L.  Q.  R.  xx.  168. 

(i)  Wells  V.  Williams,  1  Ld. 
Raym.  282  ;  M'Connell  v.  Hector, 
3   B.   &  P.    113,   114;   Janson    v. 
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Alien  enemies  are  not  under  any  personal  incapacity  of 
contracting  with  Britisli  subjects  {k)  :  but  it  is  illegal  to 
trade  with  the  inhabitants  of  hostile  states  without  the 
license  of  the  Crown  ;  and  contracts  made  in  violation 
of  this  rule  are  void  (/) .  And  it  seems  that  a  contract 
made  with  an  inhabitant  of  a  hostile  state  to  buy  or  sell 
land  in  England  would  fall  within  this  rule,  which 
extends  to  prohibit  all  commercial  intercourse  between 
the  King's  subjects  and  his  enemies  {))i).  But  if  such  a 
contract  were  made  with  a  hostile  alien  residing  in  this 
country  under  the  King's  protection,  it  would  appear  to 
Effect  of  war  be  valid  and  enforceable  on  either  side  (;^).  Where  a 
made  with  contract  is  made  in  time  of  peace  with  an  alien  resident 
aliens  in  time  ^^  j^^g  q-^^  country,  and  war  breaks  out  between  that 
country  and  this  before  the  time  fixed  for  performance 
of  the  agreement,  the  contract  is  dissolved  if  its  per- 
formance involve  commercial  intercourse  with  the  in- 
habitants of  the  hostile  state  (o),  or  would  otherwise  be 
detrimental  to  the  public  interests  of  this  country  (jj). 
It  a}ipears,  however,  that,  except  in  these  conditions 
and  provided  that  the  nature  of  the  agreement  admit  of 
its  performance  being  delayed,  the  obligations  arising 
from  a  contract  so  made  with  an  alien  are  not  discharged 
by  the  breaking  out  of  war  [q)  ;  though  the  alien's  right 
to  enforce  the  agreement  is  necessarily  suspended  by  his 


Driefontein,  ^-c,  1902,  A.  C.  484, 
506;  see  Co.  Litt.  129b,  n.  (3), 
and  consider  the  pleading  in 
Alcinoiis  V.  Nigreu,  4  E.  &  B.  217. 

[k)  See  Antome  v.  Morshead,  6 
Taunt.  237  ;  Lanbuz  v.  Morshead. 
ib.  332;  Be  Wuhl  v.  Braune,  1 
H.  &  N.  178;  Pollock  on  Con- 
tract, 96,  7th  ed. 

{F)  The  Hoop,  1  C.  Rob.  196 ; 
Potts  V.  Bell.  8  T.  R.  548;  Esposito 
V.  Botcden,  7  E.  &  B.-  763. 

(;«)  See  Mc  Conn  el  I  v.  Hector,  3 
B.  &  P.  113,  114;  Willison  v. 
Fatteson,  7  Taunt.  439 ;  Esposito 
v.  Bowdcn,  7  E.  &  B.  763,  779  ; 
Janso)!  V.   Driefontein,   S;c.,  1902. 


A.  C.  484,  489,  602,  509  ;  above, 
p.  773. 

(«)  See  notes  (i)  (A.-),  above. 
(o)  Esposito  V.  Boirclen,  7  E.  & 

B.  763;  Janxoa  v.  Driefontein,  ^-c, 
1902,  A.  C.  484,  509 ;  above, 
p.  783. 

(j»)  Fiirtado  v.  Rodyers,  3  B.  & 
P.  191  ;  Gamba  v.  Le  Mesurier,  4 
East,  407 ;  Brandon  v.  Curling, 
ib.  410;  Janson  v.  Driefontein,  ^c, 
1902,  A.  C.  481,  493,  494,  499, 
502,  506  sq. 

(q)  See  cases  cited  in  previous 
note ;  Expte.  Boussmaker,  13  Ves. 
71. 
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incapacity  to  sue  thereon  during  the  continuance  of 
hostilities  (r).  The  application  of  these  principles  to 
contracts  for  the  sale  of  land  is  not  yet  regulated  by 
any  judicial  decision.  It  is  thought,  however,  that  if 
such  a  contract  were  made  in  time  of  peace  between  an 
Englishman  and  an  alien  resident  in  his  own  country, 
and  a  day  fixed  for  completion  and  time  made  of  the 
essence  of  the  contract  (s),  and  before  that  day  war 
broke  out  between  England  and  the  other  country,  the 
contract  would  be  dissolved  {t).  If,  however,  time  were 
not  made  of  the  essence  of  the  contract,  there  would  be 
ground  for  contending  that  the  parties'  rights  there- 
under were  only  suspended.  A  contract  made  with  the  Performance 
inhabitant  of  a  friendly  state,  which  becomes  a  hostile  {jjg^°^^j^ 
state  before  the  agreement  is  carried  out,  may  be  law-  permission, 
fully  performed  by  the  King's  license  or  permission,  as 
where  by  royal  authority  a  certain  time  is  allowed  after 
the  commencement  of  hostilities  for  the  performance  of 
contracts  previously  made  with  residents  in  the  enemy's 
country  (?/),  As  we  have  seen  (.r),  rights  of  action, 
which  have  arisen  in  favour  of  an  alien  from  the  breach 
in  time  of  peace  of  a  contract  made  by  him  with  an 
English  subject,  are  not  destroyed  if  war  break  out 
between  his  country  and  England  ;  they  are  merely 
suspended,  subject,  apparently,  to  the  operation  thereon 
of  any  statute  of  limitations  {y). 

Every  conveyancer  must  of   course   have   a  proper  Married 
knowledge  of  the  law  concerning  the  relation  of  hus-  "^°°^*^'^- 
band  and  wife   in   regard   to    property  and   contract. 
This  is  stated  in  other  books,  for  which  the  writer  is 

(»•)  Above,  p.  813.  («)  Sucker  v.  Ansky,  5  M.  &  S. 

(.v)  Above,  pp.  506—508.  25;   Clemontson  v.  Blessig,  11  Ex. 

{t)  It  is  tliougbt  that  in  such  135  ;  see  also,  Nigel,  ^-c.  v.  Hoade, 

case  the  purchaser  would  have  a  1901,  2  K.  B.  849. 
lien  on  the  land  sold  for  repay-  ,  ^  ^^  ^gg^ 

ment  of  his  deposit,  ii  any ;  see  ^  '  ^ 

cases  cited  above,  p.  783,  n.  [g).  (y)  Above,  p.  813,  n.  (/«). 
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now  responsible  (s) ,  and  will  not  be  fully  repeated  here. 
For  our  present  purpose,  the  most  important  points  are 
these  : — Bj  the  common  law,  married  women  were  en- 
abled both  to  purchase  (a)  and  to  hold  lands :  but  their 
estates  in  land  were  subject  to  the  rights,  which  their 
husbands  acquired  therein  {b)  ;  and  they  were  incapable, 
as  a  rule,  of  alienating  or  affecting  the  same  by  their 
own  act  alone  (c).  They  could  only  dispose  of  their 
freeholds  by  fine  levied  or  recovery  suffered  with  their 
husbands'  concurrence,  on  which  occasions  they  were 
examined  apart  to  ascertain  if  their  consent  thereto 
were  free  {d).  And  a  married  woman  could  by  a  fine 
so  levied  by  herself  and  her  husband  effectually  assure, 
not  only  her  legal  but  her  equitable  estates  (e)  in  free- 
hold lands,  and  also  any  interest  which  she  might  have 
in  such  lands  either  at  law  or  in  equity  ( /)  ;  for 
example,  her  interest  in  the  proceeds  of  sale  of  lands 
Wife's  settled  on  trust  for  sale  {g).     A  wife's  legal  estates  or 

copyholds.  interests  in  copyholds  were  alienable  in  like  manner  by 
surrender  in  which  her  husband  must  concur,  she  her- 
self being  separately  examined  as  to  her  consent  (h). 

(z)  See  Wms.  Eeal  Prop.   299  (^0  Cruise   on  Fines   and  Re- 

sq.  (as  to  freeholds),  473,  479,  482  coveries,i.  107  sq.,  1Q9  sq. ,n.  179, 

(as  to  copyholds),  510  (as  to  lease-  ord  ed.  ;   1   Prest.  Abst.  333,  2nd 

holds),    19th    ed.  ;    Wms.    Pers.  ed. ;  Wms.  Real  Prop.  302,  303, 

Prop.  467  sq.  (as  to  chattels  per-  19th  ed. 
sonal  and  contracts)    15th  ed.  ,.   cfoodrick  v.   Broivn,    1    Ch. 

{a)  Co.  Litt.  3a    356b.     But  a  ^.^^  '^^  .    jj^,,,j,f,,urn  v.  Doirnes,  ib. 

wife  s  purchase  oi  land  was  void-  213  ;   Clifford  v.  Asble;/,  ib.   268  ; 

able  either  by  her  husband ,  who  ^^^^^^^  ^_  J'cacock,  Ca.  t.  Talb.  4 1 , 

mighteffectuallydisagreethereto,  43     ^  -^        jj^^^.  &  Wife,  140, 

or  by  herself  after  the  determma-  gnd  ed 

tion  of    the   coverture,  and  not-  ,  ..   'r,     7  ■  ,         <^j,  ^i.  j,    t> 

withstanding   that   her   husband  ^S^l^^^^'^'t'^'  ^-  ^^'^^^^^^  ^^ec. 

had    agreed   thereto;   or   by  her  Ch.    ^'i^-  May  y    liopcr,  4  Sim. 

heirs,  if  she  died  without  having  360  ;    Fo,-bes   ^-^/mus,    9   Sim. 

agreed  thereto  when   free  from  462  ;   1  Prest.  Abst.  333,  2nd  ed  ; 

coverture ;   Co.  Litt.  ubi  sup.  ;   2  fe'^l^o  7  ick  y  Edwards  3  P  W. 

Blank.  Conim.  292,  293  ;  3  Prest.  3/2  ;  Helps  v.  Hereford,  2  B.  &  A. 

Abst.  104,  107  ;  cf.  above,  p.  785.  -12. 

[b)  See  note  {£),  above.  {g)  Mai/  v.  Soper,  ubi  sup. 

(c)  1  Black.  Coram.  442—444  ;  (h)  1  Wat.  Cop.  63  ;  1  Prest. 
Wms.  Real  Prop.  299,  300,  302,  Abst.  333,  2nd  ed. ;  Wms.  Real 
19th  ed.  Prop.  473,  19th  ed. 


OF  PERSONAL  INCAPACITY.  817 

But  it  was    douLtful    iu  what    maimer   her    equitahle 
estates  or  interests  in  copyholds  were  alienable  (/)  ;  for 
the   disposition  of  copyholds  by  surrender  is  properly 
applicable  only  to  legal  interests  therein  {Ic),  and  it  was 
a  question  whether  a  fine  levied  by  husband  and  wife 
would  be  a  valid  assurance  of  her  equitable  estate  in 
copyhold  land(/).     The  husband  alone  might  dispose  Wife's 
of    his  wife's    leaseholds  for    years  by  act  inter  vivos,  leaseholds, 
though  not  by   will  (/>?).      It   was    established   that   a  Execution  of 
married  woman  misrht  well  exercise  any  power,  whether  powers  by 

o  ^    X  '  married 

appendant,  in  gross  or  collateral,  and  whether  in  respect  women. 
of  real  or  of  personal  estate,  by  herself  alone  as  effec- 
tually as  if  she  were  a  /one  sole ;  unless  she  were 
restrained  by  tlie  terms  of  the  instrument  creating  the 
power  from  exercising  it  during  her  coverture.  And 
this  is  the  case  whether  the  power  were  conferred  upon 
her  during  her  coverture  or  whilst  she  was  single  (ii). 

Fines  were  abolished  by  the  Fines  and  Recoveries  Fines  and 
Act,   1833  (o).      This  Act  enabled  (7;)    every   married  J^J°"™ 
woman  after  that  year,  by  deed  executed  with  the  con- 
currence of  her  husband  and  duly  acknowledged  by  her 
as   therein    provided  (q),  to    dispose    of   lands  of   any 

(i)  Williams  on  Seisin,  128.  748  ;    TFood  v.    IFood,  L.    R.    10 

(k)   1  Scriv.  Cop.   262,  3rd  ed.  Eq.  220 ;  Wms.  Real  Prop.  302, 

An  exception  was  admitted  in  the  13th  ed.  ;  377,  19th  ed. 

case  of  an  equitable  estate  tail  in  (0)  Stat.  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  74, 

copyholds  which  might  be  barred  s.  2. 

by  a  surrender,  in  cases  where  a  {p)  Sect.  77. 

legal    estate    tail    might    be    so  (7)  Before  the  year   1883,   the 

barred  ;  Radford  v.  Wilson,  3  Atk.  acknowledgment  was  required  to 

815  ;   1   Scriv.   Cop.  77  ;   1  Wat.  be  made  before  a  judge  of  the 

Cop.  239,  4th  ed.  superior  Courts  at  Westminster, 

[l)  See  I  Prest.  Con  v.   160  ;    1  or   of    any    County    Court,   or   a 

Scriv.    Cop.    87,    3rd   ed.  ;   Wat.  Master  in  Chancery  or  two  com- 

Cop.   i.  64,  n.,  iSl,  n.,  ii.  42,  u.,  missioners  ;  and   a  certificate    of 

4th  ed.  tho   taking  of    the    acknowledir- 

(w)  Co.  Litt.  46b,  351a;  1  Rop.  ment   was    required    to    be   duly 

Husb.  &  Wife,  173,  177,  2nded.  ;  signed  and  filed,  or  else  it  would 

Wms.  Real  Prop.  510,  19th  ed.  have  been  of  no  effect.    But  deeds 

(«)  Sug.    Pow.    153 — 168,    8th  executed  by  married  women  after 

ed. ;  I)oe  d.  Blomfield  v.  Eyre,  3  the  year  1882  may  be  acknow- 

C.  B.  557,  578,  5  C.  B.  713,  741,  ledged  before  one  commissioner 
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tenure,  and  money  subject  to  be  iuvested  in  tbe  pur- 
cbase  of  lands  (r),  and  also  to  dispose  of,  release, 
surrender  or  extinguish  any  estate  (.v)  which  she  alone, 
or  she  and  her  husband  in  her  right,  might  have  in  any 
lands  {)')  of  any  tenure,  or  in  any  such  money  as  afore- 
said, and  also  to  release  or  extinguish  any  power  which 
might  be  vested  in  or  limited  or  reserved  to  her  in 
regard  to  any  lands  (r)  of  any  tenure,  or  any  such 
money  as  aforesaid,  or  in  regard  to  any  estate  (s)  in  any 
lands  {)•)  of  any  tenure,  or  in  any  such  money  as  aforesaid, 
as  fully  and  effectually  as  she  could  do  if  she  were  a 
"Wife's  feme  sole.     From  the  disposing  power  so  conferred,  a 

copyholds.  niarried  woman's  legal  estates  or  interests  alienable  by 
surrender  in  copyhold  lands  [t)  were  alone  excepted  {n). 
The  Act  therefore  enabled  every  married  woman  to 
dispose  by  deed  executed  with  her  husband's  concur- 
rence and  duly  acknowledged  by  her  of  any  legal  or 
equitable  estate  or  interest  to  which  she  was  entitled  in 
freehold  hereditaments  and  any  equitable  estate  or 
interest  to  which  she  was  entitled  in  copyhold  here- 
ditaments {x).  And  it  has  been  held  that  a  wife  may 
by  such  a  deed  make  a  binding  disposition  by  way  of 
declaration  of  trust  of  the  equitable  estate  in  any  copy- 
holds, of  which  she  is  the  legal  tenant  on  the  court 
rolls  subject  to  the  old  law(^).  A  wife's  power  to 
dispose  of  her  legal  interests  in  copyholds  by  surrender, 

only  ;    and    a   certificate   of    the  (*)    Including     any    interest, 

acknowledgment  of  such  deeds  is  charge,  lien,  or  iocumbrance  in, 

not   required.      This    distinction  upon,  or  affecting  any  heredita- 

must  be  borne  in  mind  in  investi-  ments,  or  any  money  subject  to 

gating  title.     See  above,  pp.  126,  be   invested   in    the  purchase  of 

136 ;  stats.  3  6:  4  Will.  IV.  c.  74,  hereditaments,   either  at  law  or 

s.  79  ;  51  &  52  Vict.  c.  43,  s.  184,  in  equity  ;  ibid, 
replacing  19   &  20  Vict.  c.   108,  (^)  Above,  p.  816. 

H.  73  ;  45  &  46  Vict.  c.  39    s.  7  ;  ,^.  g^^^t^  3  &  ^^^^  jy.  c.  74, 

Jolly  v.  Uandcock,  7  Ex.  820.  ^    \j 

(r)  Including  hereditaments  of         '      .'j.„.  ^  .  .        ,.,„ 

any  tenure,  whether  corporeal  or  i^)  Williams   on   Seism     128  ; 

incorporeal,    and    any   undivided  Wms.  Real  Prop.  4/9,  19th  ed. 
share  thereof  ;  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  (»/)    Carter   v.    Carter,    1896,    1 

IV.  0.74,  8.1.  Ch.  62. 
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in  which  her  husbaud  joined  and  on  which  she  was 
separately  examined  (::) ,  remained  unaffected  by  the 
Act.  And  the  Act  further  introduced  an  alternative 
method  of  alienation  by  married  women  of  their  equit- 
able interests  in  copyholds  {a)  ;  providing  that  such 
interests  might  also  be  disposed  of  by  surrender,  in 
which  the  husband  should  concur,  and  on  which  the 
wife  should  be  separately  examined  (^).  It  was  held 
that  under  the  Fines  and  Eecoveries  Act  a  married 
woman  could  effectually  dispose  of  her  interest  in  the 
proceeds  of  sale  of  lands  held  on  trust  for  sale  (c)  ;  of 
the  charge  created  in  her  favour  by  a  mortgage  made 
to  her  when  single  by  deposit  of  the  title  deeds  of 
laud  {(/) ;  of  her  interest  under  a  settlement  of  personalty 
in  land  improperly  purchased  therewith  (e)  ;  and  even 
of  her  equitable  reversionary  life  interest  in  a  sum  of 
money  invested  pursuant  to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement, 
under  which  she  was  entitled,  on  a  mortgage  of  land(/). 
The  Fines  and  Recoveries  Act  did  not  interfere  in  any 
way  with  the  husband's  power  of  alienating  his  wife's 
leaseholds  by  his  own  act  infer  vivos  alone  (r/). 

Under  the  Fines  and  Recoveries  Act(/?),  if  a  husband  Ordpr  dis- 
shall,  in    consequence  of  being  a  lunatic,  idiot   or   of  the  hufbrnd's 

unsound  mind,  whether  so  found  by  inquisition  or  not,  concurrence 

in  case  of  his 


lunacy,  &c. 


(z)  Above,  p.  816.  avail    herself    of    the    disposing 

(«)  Williams    on   Seisin,    128 ;  power    thereby    conferred  ;     Re 

"Wms.  Real  Prop.  478,  479,  19th  Algeo,  I.  R.  2  Eq.  485  ;   Milkr  v. 

ed.  Collins,    1896,    1    Ch.    573,    577, 

{b)  Stat.  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  74,  578. 

8.     90,     also    enacting    that    all  {d)    Williams  v.    C'ookr,   4   GifiP. 

such  surrenders  theretofore  made  343. 

should     be     valid  ;     see     above,  [e)  Be  Bur  rant  and  Stoiier,    18 

p.  817.  Ch.  D.  106;  see  above,  p.  296. 

(c)  Srigffs    v.    Chamberlain,    11  (/)  Miller   v.    Collins,    1896,    1 

Hare,    69 ;     Tuer  y.    Tamer,    20  Ch.  573,  diss.  Kay,  L.  J.,  over- 

Beav.  560 ;  Re  Jaheman'' s  Trusts,  ruling    Re    Newton'' s    Trusts,    23 

23  Ch.  D.  344.     If,  however,  the  Ch.  D.  181. 

lands  so  held  had  been  actually  {ff)  Above,  p.  817. 

sold,  the  wife  no  longer  had  an  (A)   Stat.  3  &4  Will.  IV.  c.  74, 

interest  in  land  within  the  mean-  s.    91.       See    notes    thereto    in 

ing   of   the  Act,  and  could  not  Carson's  R.  P.  Statutes,  327. 
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or  shall  from  any  other  cause  be  incapable  of  executing 
a  deed,  or  of  making  a  surrender  of  copyholds,  or  if 
his  residence  shall  not  be  known,  or  he  shall  be  in 
prison,  or  shall  be  living  apart  from  his  wife  (/),  either 
by  mutual  consent  or  by  sentence  of  divorce,  or  in  con- 
sequence of  his  being  transported  beyond  the  seas,  or 
from  any  other  cause  whatsoever,  an  order  may  be 
obtained,  on  the  wife's  application  formerly  to  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  and  now  to  the  King's  Bench  Divi- 
sion (/.•)  of  the  High  Court,  dispensing  with  the 
husband's  concurrence  in  any  case  in  which  his  con- 
currence is  required  by  that  Act  or  otherwise  ;  and  all 
acts,  deeds  or  surrenders  to  be  done,  executed,  or  made 
by  the  wife,  in  pm-suance  of  such  order,  in  regard  to 
lands  (/)  of  any  tenure,  or  in  regard  to  money  subject 
to  be  invested  in  the  purchase  of  lands,  shall  be  done, 
executed,  or  made  by  her  in  the  same  manner  as  if  she 
were  a  feme  so/e,  and  when  done,  executed,  or  made  by 
her  shall  (but  without  prejudice  to  the  rights  of  the 
husband  as  then  existing  independently  of  the  Act)  be 
as  good  and  valid  as  they  would  have  been  if  the 
husband  had  concurred.  It  appears  that,  as  a  rule, 
such  an  order  will  only  be  made  to  give  effect  to  some 
particular  sale  or  other  transaction  agreed  upon  {m). 
Where  a  married  woman  has  obtained  an  order  of  this 
kind,  there  is  no  necessity  for  her  to  acknowledge  the 
deed  as  above  provided  {ii)  :  but  her  conveyance  in 
pursuance  of  such  order  will  not  operate  to  assure  her 
husband's  interest  in  the  lands  during  the  continuance 
of  the  coverture,  or,  it  seems,  his  estate  by  the  curtesy  ; 
it  will  only  pass  her  own  interest  therein  (o) . 

(i)  See  IJxpte.  Robinson,  L.  R.       370;  see  Re  Hart,   1882,  W.  N. 
4  C.  P.  205  ;  Re  Cainc,  10  Q.  B.  D.       36  ;  above,  n.  (k). 

.:     ^     ^..,      ,^^,    ^^7    -XT    -TO  («)  Goodchild     v.     Botiqal,      3 

(^•j  Re  Giles,  1894,  W.  N.   73,       ^^-^  >^   ^^^  ^    ' 

70  L.  T.  7o7. 

[l)  See  above,  p.  818,  n.  (r).  (o)  FowJce      v.      Braycott,      29 

im)  Re  Graham,  19  C.  B.  N.  S.        Ch.  D.  996. 
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By   the    Real   Property   Act,    1845  {p),   a   married  ^^^J^J^j.^^^^ 
woman    was    enabled     by    deed    executed    with     her  woman. 
husband's    concurrence   and   acknowledged   by   her   as 
aforesaid   to   disclaim    any   estate   or   interest   in   any 
liereditaments. 

What  is  written  above  {q)  concerning  the  alienation  Wife's 
of   manied   women's   equitable   estates  or  interests  in  gg^'j^^^.  ® 
land   applies   only   to   property   not    settled   for  their 
separate  use  (r).     If  any  estate  or  interest  in  land  were 
settled  on  trust  for  the  separate  use  of  a  married  woman, 
she  could  dispose  of  her  equitable  interest  in  such  pro- 
perty as  effectually  as  if  she  were  a  single  woman,  both 
by  act  inter  riros  and  by  will  (.s),  and  not  only  by  con- 
veyance or  contract  dealing  specifically  therewith,  but 
also  in  consequence  of  her  general  engagements  entered 
into  with  respect  to  the  same  (t) .     Where  any  land  so 
settled  was  not  vested  in  trustees  but  was  limited  to 
the  wife  directly  for  her  separate  use,  her  husband  would 
take  such  estate  or  interest  therein  as  the  common  law 
allowed   him,    but   in    equity   he    would   be    a   trustee 
thereof  for  his  wife's  benefit ;  and  in  such  case,  although 
the  wife  alone  could  dispose  of  her  equitable  interest  in 
the  property,  the  legal   estate   therein   could  only  be 
effectually  assured  by  deed  executed  with  the  husband's 
concurrence  and  duly  acknowledged  by  her,  or  by  other 
means  appropriate  at  law  to  the  nature  of  the  estate 
settled  (?f).      If,    however,   property    were    settled    on  Restraint  on 
trust  for  the  separate  use  of  a  married  woman,  witli  •'^^lenation. 
a  proviso  that  she   should   have   no   power   to   antici- 
pate the  income  thereof,  she  was  incapable  of  aliena- 

(p)  Stat.  8   &  9  Vict.   c.   106,  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  580;  Wms.  Real 

8.  7  ;  see  above,  p.  816,  n.  («).  Prop.  306  sq.,  316,  n.  (i),  19th  ed. 

(q)  Pp.  816  sq.        ,^     ,      ^    ^  U)    Johnson  v.  Gallagher,  3  De 

('•)  ^!%^VS\l-An\    '4r  G.  F.   &  J.  49i  ;    Hkc  v.  Friz- 

g-  Jp'^'  S-  ^I^'  ?S*'  ^f  '  ^"^^^  ffibbon,  17  Ch.  D.  454. 

Real  Prop.  306,  19tli  ed.  ''  ' 

(«)   Tai/lor  V.  Meads,  4  De  G.  J.  (w)   Rail  v.  JFaterhouse,  5  Giff. 

&  S.  597  ;  see  Willock  v.  Nobh,       64  ;  see  above,  pp.  816  sq. 
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Wife's  eTuit- 
able  estate 
tail  bting  her 
separate 
estate. 


Eemoral  of  a 
restraiot  on 
anticipation. 


ting   her   interest   therein   except  by  will,  so  long  as 
she  was   under   any  coverture  {x)  ;    and  it   could   not 
be   affected    by   her    general    engagements  (//).     If    a 
married    woman  were  entitled   to    an    equitable  estate 
tail  in  any  lands  as  her  separate  estate,  and  desired  to 
bar   the    entail,    it    was   required    by   the    Fines    and 
Recoveries  Act  [z)  that  her  husband  should  concur  in 
the  disentailing  deed  and  that  she  should  duly  acknow- 
ledge the  same.     If  she  were  so  entitled  subject  to  a 
restraint  on  anticipation,  that  did  not  prevent  her  from 
so  barring  the   entail.     It  appears,  however,  that  the 
restraint  was  not  thereby  defeated,  but    continued  to 
affect  the  estate  in  fee  simple,  into  which  her  estate  tail 
was  enlarged  (a).     Formerly,  the  Court  had  no  power 
to  interfere  by  its  order  with  the  effect  of  a  restraint 
upon  alienation  attached  to  any  property  settled  for  the 
separate  use  of  a  married  woman,  however  beneficial  to 
her  such  an  interference  might  have  been  (b).     But  by 
the  Conveyancing  Act  of  1881  (c),  notwithstanding  that 
a  married  woman  is  restrained  from  anticipation,  the 
Court  may,  if  it  thinks  fit,  where  it  appears   to  the 
Court  to  be  for  her  benefit,  by  judgment  or  order,  with 
her  consent,  bind  her  interest  in  any  property  (d). 


Married  Originally,  a  trust  of  lands  for  the  separate  use  of  a 

Property  Act   iiiai'i'ied  woman  could  only  arise  by  act  of  parties ;  as 
1870.  \)y  ante-nuptial  contract  between  husband  and  wife,  or 


{x)  Tullett  V.  Armstrong,  1 
Beav.  1,  4  My.  &  Cr.  390  ; 
Baygett  v.  Menx,  1  Ph.  627  ; 
Coo-per  V.  Macdonald,  7  Cli.  D. 
288  ;  Bateman  v.  Faber,  1898,  1 
Ch.  144;  see  Wins.  Ileal  Prop. 
307—309,  19th  ed.  ;  Wms.  Pers. 
Prop.  482,  loth  ed. 

(y)  I'ike  v.  Filzgibbon,  17  Ch.  D. 
454. 

(s)  Stat.  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  74, 
8.  40. 

(a)   Cooper  v.  Murdounhl,  7  Ch. 


D.  288. 

{b)  Robinson  \.  Wheelwright,  21 
Beav.  214,  G  De  G.  M.  &  G. 
535. 

(c)  Stat.  44  &  45  Vict.  c.  41, 
s.  39. 

[d)  The  Court  is  exceedingly 
chary  of  exercising  the  jurisdic- 
tion so  conferred  ;  Re  Little, 
40  Ch.  D.  418  ;  Re  Bollard's 
Settlement,  1896,  1  Ch.  901,  2 
Ch.  552  ;  Re  Bhoulell,  1901,  2  Ch. 
221. 
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by  the  express  provision  of  those  by  whom  the  property 
was  bestowed  (e).  The  Married  Women's  Property  Act, 
1870  (,/'),  provided  that,  subject  and  without  prejudice 
to  the  trusts  of  any  settlement  affecting  the  same,  the 
following  property  acquired  during  her  marriage  by 
any  woman  married  after  the  passing  of  that  Act 
should  belong  to  her  for  her  separate  use  ;  namely,  any 
personal  property  (g)  to  which  she  might  become  en- 
titled as  next  of  kin  or  one  of  the  next  of  kin  of  an 
intestate  {/i),  and  the  rents  and  profits  of  any  freehold, 
copyhold  or  customaryhold  property  which  should 
descend  upon  her  as  heiress  or  co-lieiress  of  an  intes- 
tate (/).  This  Act  did  not  confer  upon  married  women, 
or  enable  them  to  dispose  of,  any  separate  legal  estate  in 
the  property  so  secured  to  them,  but  only  gave  them 
the  same  equitable  interest  as  they  would  have  en- 
joyed under  an  express  trust  for  their  separate  use, 
together  with  the  power  of  alienation  incident  in  equity 
thereto  (k) . 

By  the  Divorce  Acts  of  1857  and  1858  (/),  in  every  Judicial 
case  of  a  judicial  separation  the  wife  shall,  from  the  ^eiiaration. 
date  of  the  sentence  and  whilst  the    separation   shall 
continue,  be  considered  as  a  fe/ae  sole  with  respect  to 
(I)  property  of  every  description  which  she  may  acquire 
or  which  may  come  to  or  devolve  upon  her  (/;?),  (2)  pro- 

(e)  Wms.  Real  Prop.  309,  19fch  345,  349 ;  Wms.  Conv.  Stat.  377 

ed.  —382. 

(/)  Stat.  33  &  34  Vict.  c.  93,  (/)  Stats.  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  85, 

passed  9th  Aug.  1870.  s.    25;    21    &   22    Vict.    c.    108, 

(ff)  Including,  of  course,  cliat-  ^^-  '»  "• 

tels  real.  ("*)  -'■*'  ^^■'*  teen  held  that  under 

, , ,   c!     i.    T  these  words  the  wife  has  the  rit^ht 

(«)  Sect.  7.  4.  •  u        ■ 

^   '  to  receive  or  recover  any  chose  in 

(i)  Sect.    8,    which    only   gives  action,  to  which  she  was  entitled 

the  rents  and  profits,  and  not  the  tut  which  had  not  been  reduced 

fee  simple,  of  such  property  for  jnto  possession  at  the  time  of  the 

her  separate  use ;  Johnson  y.  John-  decree;  Johnson  v.  Lander,  L.  R. 

son,  35  Ch.  D.  345.  7  Eq.  228  ;  Re  Coward  and  Adam's 

{k)  Howard  \.  Bank  of  England,  Fiirchase,    L.    R.     20    Eq.    179; 

L.    R.    19    Eq.    295,    300,    301  ;  Nicholson    v.    Brury,    ^c.    Co.,    7 

Johnson   v.    Johnsoji,    35    Ch.   D.  Ch.  D.  48. 
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pertj  to  which  she  has  become  or  shall  become  entitled 
as  executrix,  administratrix  or  trustee  since  the  sentence 
of  separation,  and  (3)  property  of  or  to  which  she  is 
possessed  or  entitled  for  an  estate  in  remainder  or 
reversion  (a)  at  the  date  of  the  decree  ;  and  all  such 
property  may  be  disposed  of  by  her  in  all  respects  as  a 
feme  sole,  and  shall,  if  she  shall  die  intestate,  go  as  the 
same  would  have  gone  had  her  husband  been  then 
dead  ;  provided  that  if  she  shall  again  cohabit  with  her 
husband,  all  such  property  as  she  may  then  be  entitled 
to  shall  be  held  to  her  separate  use,  subject,  however,  to 
any  agreement  in  writing  made  between  herself  and 
her  husband  whilst  separate.  Under  these  enactments, 
the  wife  can  during  the  separation  dispose  as  a  feme  sole 
(without  the  necessity  of  her  husband's  concurrence  or 
of  acknowledgment)  of  all  estates  or  interests  in  land, 
to  which  she  may  become  entitled  after  the  date  of  the 
decree  (o),  notwithstanding  that  the  same  were  given  to 
her  without  power  of  anticipation  (p),  and  also  of  all 
estates  in  remainder  or  reversion  (q),  to  which  she  is 
entitled  at  the  time  of  the  decree,  whether  the  same 
have  fallen  into  possession  or  not(r).  But  the  Acts 
give  her  no  power  to  dispose  of  any  estates  or  interests 
to  which  she  is  entitled  in  possession,  and  not  in  rever- 
sion nor  in  action  (.s),  at  the  time  of  the  decree ;  so  that 
if  at  that  time  she  were  entitled  in  possession  to  lands 
settled  for  her  separate  use  withovit  power  of  anticijia- 
tion,  the  Acts  do  not  remove  the  restraint,  and  she  can 
no  more  alien  the  lands  during  the  sej)aration  than  she 
could  whilst  living  with  her  husband  (t).     Under  the 


(«)  These  words  appear  to  in-  135,  138. 

elude  a  reversion  expectant  on  a  {q)  See  note  («),  above, 

lease  for  years ;  see  Wms.  Real  (r)  See  He  Insole,  L.  R.  1  Eq. 

Prop.  324,  325,  19th  ed.  470,  473. 

(o)  lie  Huf/hes,  1898,  1  Ch.  529.  (s)  See  note  (m),  above. 

Ip)   Cooke' r.   Fuller,    26   Beav.  {t)    TFaife  v.  Morland,  SS  Ch.B. 

99 ;    3funt  v.   Gly>n'.s,  20  W.  R.  135  ;     Hill  v.     Cooper,     1893,    2 

823  ;    JFaite  v.  Morlnnd,  38  Ch.  D.  Q.  B.  85. 
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same  Acts  {ii),  where  a  vdie  deserted  by  her  husband 
has  obtained  a  protection  order,  slie  is  during  the  con-  Protection 
tinuance  of  the  order  and  as  from  the  date  of  the 
desertion  (.r),  in  the  like  position  in  all  respects  with 
regard  to  property  as  if  she  had  obtained  a  decree  of 
judicial  separation.  By  the  Summary  Jurisdiction  Separation 
(Married  Women)  Act,  1895  {//),  a  separation  order 
made  thereunder  shall  while  in  force  have  the  effect  in 
all  respects  of  a  decree  for  judicial  separation  on  the 
ground  of  cruelty. 

When  an  absolute  decree  has  been  made  under  the  Effect  of 
Divorce  Acts  [z)  for  the  dissolution  of  a  marriage,  all 
the  rights  which  the  former  husband  and  wife  pre- 
viously enjoyed  in  respect  of  each  other's  property, 
independently  of  the  provisions  of  any  settlement,  are 
immediately  extinguished  {a) .  Thus  if  the  divorced 
persons  were  entitled  to  lands  at  common  law  as  tenants 
by  entireties  {b),  they  become  joint  tenants,  having  the 
same  respective  interests  as  if  they  were  strangers,  upon 
the  dissolution  of  the  marriage  (c).  So  if  the  divorced 
wife  were  entitled  at  common  law  to  an  estate  in  fee 
simple  in  freeholds,  all  the  husband's  previously  existing 
estate   or  interest  therein,  whether   during   the   joint 


(h)  Stats.  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  85,  for  the  dissolution  of  a  marriage, 

s.    21  ;    21    &    22   Vict.    c.    108,  the     wife     remains     a     married 

ss.  8,  9.  woman ;    Norman    v.     ViUars,    2 

{x)  Bathe  v.  Bank  of  England,  Ex.  D.  359 :  but  the  husband  is 

4  K.  &  J.  564,  568  ;  Re  Kwgnley's  not  entitled  to  exercise  his  marital 

Trusts,    26   Beav.    84  ;     Cooke   v.  rights  in  respect  of  her  property 

Fuller,  ib.  99  ;  Re  Elliott,  L.  R.  to  her  prejudice ;  Frole  v.  Soady, 

2  P.  &  M.  274  ;    JFaite  v.  Mor-  L.  R.  3  Ch.  220. 

land,  38  Ch.  D.  135,  138.  [a)    Wells  v.  Malbon,  31  Beav. 

(y)  Stat.  58   &  59  Vict.  c.  39,  48  ;    Wilkinson  v.  Gibson,  L.  R.  4 

SB.  4,  5,  extended  by  2  Edw.  VII.  Eq.  162  ;  Prole  v.  Soady,  L.  R.  3 

C.  28,  8.  5  (1).  Ch.  220;  Codrington\.  Codrington, 

(z)  Stats.  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  85,  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  854  ;   TJwrnleu  v. 

88.   27—31,   57  ;    23    &   24  Vict.  Thornley,  1893,  2  Ch.  229. 

c.  144,  8.  7  ;  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  81  ;  {b)  See  Wms.  Real  Prop.  305, 

29  &  30  Vict.  c.  32,  s.  3.     In  the  19th  ed. 

interval  between  the  making  of  a  (c)   Thornley  v.  Thornley,  1893, 

decree  nisi  and  a  decree  absolute  2  Ch.  229. 
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lives  only  or  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  potential  or 
initiate,  would  be  at  an  end ;  and  she  could  thenceforth 
enjoy  and  convey  the  same  as  a  single  woman  without 
his  interference  or  concurrence  (d) .  The  husband  would 
be  equally  deprived  of  all  interest  in  the  wife's  copy- 
holds {d).  And  if  the  wife  were  entitled  at  common 
law  to  a  term  of  years,  the  husband's  interest  therein 
would  be  as  effectually  extinguished  as  if  he  had  died  in 
her  lifetime  without  making  any  disposition  thereof  {d). 
The  husband  also  loses  by  divorce  all  his  right  to  suc- 
ceed to  his  wife's  chattels  upon  her  death  and  intestacy  (e). 
But  divorce  only  extinguishes  the  rights  which  were 
given  to  the  parties  in  each  other's  property  by  the 
miles  of  common  law  or  equity  in  virtue  of  their  relation 
of  husband  and  wife.  And  it  is  now  established  that  a 
decree  for  the  dissolution  of  a  marriage  does  not  deprive 
either  party  of  any  interest  in  any  property  which  is 
limited  by  any  settlement  to  him  or  her  by  name  (./). 
If,  however,  the  wife  were  so  entitled  under  any  settle- 
ment, but  without  power  of  anticipation,  the  restraint 
on  anticipation  would  cease  to  be  operative  after  the 
divorce;  as  the  wife  is  thereby  made  single.  But  of 
course  the  restraint  Vv^ould  revive,  if  it  were  not  limited 
to  the  particular  coverture  dissolved,  and  the  woman 
were  to  marry  again  without  having  disposed  of  the 
property  in  the  interval  (g).  It  appears  that  upon 
divorce  either  party  loses  any  interest  in  property  which 
was  limited  to  him  or  her,  not  by  name,  but  under  the 
description  of  the  husband  or  wife  of  the  other ;  for  he 

{d)  This  follows  from  the  prin-  visions    of    any  ante-nuptial  or 

ciple  laid  down  in  the  cases  cited  post  -  nuptial    settlement    which 

in  note  («),  above.  has  been  made  on  the  parties,  for 

{e)   Wilkinson  v.  Gibson,  L.  R.  the  benefit  either  of  the  children 

4  Eq.  162.  of     the    marriage    or    of     their 

(/)  Fitzgerald  v.    Chapman,    1  parents  ;  see  stats.  22  &  23  Vict. 

Ch.  D.  563  ;  Burton  v.  Sturgeon,  e.  61,  s.  5  ;  41  Vict.  c.  19,  s.  3  ; 

2  Ch.   D.  318.      The  Court  has  Wms.  Pers.  Prop.  512,  513,  15lh 

power,  after  a  decree  of  nuUity  ed. 

or    dissolution   of    marriage,    to  {g)  See  cases  cited  above,  p.  822, 

make  an  order  varying  the  pro-  n.  [x). 
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or  she  then  ceases  to  answer  tliat  deseription  (//).  The  Nullity  of 
effect  of  a  decree  of  nullity  of  marriage  on  the  ground  effect  of  ' 
of  the  canonical  disability  of  impotence  is  to  render  the  decree  of. 
marriage  void,  and  appears  to  resemble  the  effect  of  a 
divorce  as  regards  the  extinguishment  of  the  parties' 
common  law  rights  in  each  other's  property  (/)  ;  for  the 
marriage  was  voidable  only,  and  was  binding  on  the 
parties  until  they  were  released  by  the  decree  (A-) .  But 
the  consequences  of  such  a  decree  differ  from  those  of  a 
divorce  with  respect  to  interests  limited  by  any  settle- 
ment made  in  consideration  of  the  marriage  to  take 
effect  in  the  parties'  favour  after  the  solemnization 
thereof ;  as  these  interests  are  avoided  upon  the  pro- 
nouncement of  the  decree,  no  valid  mamage  having 
taken  place  {I).  When  a  marriage  is  void  for  some 
legal  disability,  that  is,  any  impediment  raised  by 
common  law  or  statute  to  the  formation  of  a  valid 
marriage  (m) — such  as  the  existence  of  a  previous  mar- 
riage {n)  or  of  such  relationship  between  the  parties 
as  brings  them  within  the  prohibited  degrees  of  con- 
sanguinity or  affinity  (o) — the  marriage  is  altogether 
void  ah  initio,  and  the  parties  have  never  occupied  the 
position  of  husband  and  wife  or  acquired  the  rights 
resulting  therefrom  (7?).     So  that  a  decree  of  nullity  on 

(/()  Itc  Morrieson,  40  Ch.  D.  30,  P.  &  M.  487. 
Kay,    J.,    declining    to    follow  (o)  This  was  made  a  legal  dis- 

Bullmore  v.    Wyntvr,  22  Ch.  D.  ability  by  stat.  5  &  6  Will.  IV. 

G19,  Fry,  J.  c.  54,  s.  2 ;  see  1  Black.  Comm. 

(()  Above,    p.    825;    and    see  434;  R.  v.    Chadwicl;   11   Q.  B. 

note  (  /■),  above.  173  ;  £rook  v.  £rook,  9  H.  L.  C. 

(/•)  See  1  Black.  Comm.  Ch.  15  ;  193. 
3  Black.  Comm.  92—94;  Bum's  {p)  See  Krpte.  Nadm,  L.  R.  9 

Eccl.  Law,  ii.  500,  9th  ed. ;  stat.  Ch.    670.     This   case    and  those 

20  &  21   Vict.  c.  85,  ss.  6,  22 ;  cited  in  the  previous  note  relate 

C«fc/^v.  PnHfp,  35  L.  J.  Ex.  162;  to    pretended    marriage   with    a 

A.  V.  B.,  L.  R.  1  P.  &  M.  559.  deceased    wife's    sister.     As    to 

(/)  Dormer  v.    IFard,   1901,  P.  settlements  executed  in  conside- 

20.     The  Court  has  nevertheless  ration    of    such    marriages,    see 

power  to  vary  the   settlements  ;  Pavson  v.  Brown,  13  Ch.  D.  202  ; 

S.  C;  see  above,  n.  (/).  Phillips  v.   Prohjn,   1899,   1    Ch. 

(m)  1  Black.  Comm.  435  i^q.  811  ;     and    compare    Ayerst    v. 

(«)  Blvt   V.   Boutincz,   L.    R.    1  Jenkins,  L.  R.  16  Eq.  275. 

11  (2) 
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the  ground  of  some  krjal  disability  has  no  effect  in 
dissolving  the  marriage  tie ;  it  is  not  necessary  to 
establish,  but  is  merely  declaratory  of  the  invalidity  of 
the  marriage  (ry). 


Married 
■woman  l:are 
trustee. 


Married 
AVomen's 
Property 
Act,  1882. 


Since  the  Vendor  and  Purchaser  Act,  1874  (r),  now 
replaced  in  this  respect  by  the  Trustee  Act,  1893  (s), 
when  any  freehold  or  copyhold  hereditament  is  vested 
in  a  married  woman  as  a  bare  trustee  (/)  she  may 
convey  or  surrender  it  as  if  she  were  Q>feme  sole. 

By  the  Married  Women's  Property  Act,  1882  («), 
which  came  into  operation  on  the  1st  of  January, 
1883  (.r),  a  married  woman  is  capable  of  acquiring, 
holding  and  disposing,  by  will  or  otherwise,  of  any 
real  or  personal  property,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  she 
were  dufeme  so/^?,  without  the  intervention  of  any  trustee. 
Every  woman  married  after  the  commencement  of  the 
Act  is  entitled  to  hold  and  dispose  of,  as  her  separate 
property,  all  real  and  personal  property  which  belonged 
to  her  at  the  time  of  marriage,  or  shall  be  acquu^ed  by 
or  devolve  upon  her  after  marriage  {[/).  And  every 
w^oman  married  before  the  commencement  of  the  Act  is 
entitled  to  hold  and  dispose  of,  as  her  separate  property, 
all  real  and  personal  property,  to  which  her  title,  whether 
vested  or  contingent  and  whether  in  possession,  reversion 
or  remainder,  has  accrued  after  the  commencement  of 
the  Act  (;:) .  But  the  Act  is  not  to  interfere  with  any 
settlement  made  or  to  be  made  respecting  the  property 
of  any  married  w^oman,  or  to  interfere  with  or  render 
inoperative  any  restriction  against  anticipation  attached 


[q)  Birt  V.  Boutinez,   L.   E.    1 
P.  &  M.  487. 

(/•)  Stat.  37  &  38  Vict.  c.  78, 
8.  6,  passed  Ttli  Aug.  1874. 

(.«)  Stat.  56  &  57  Vict.  c.  53, 
s.  IG. 


{t)  See  above,  p.  181,  n.  (;),  as 
to  the  meaning  of  this  term. 

(«)  Stat.  45  &  46  Vict.  c.  75, 
s.  1,  sub-s.  1. 

[x)  Sect.  25. 

(y)  Sect.  2. 

(c)  Sect.  5. 


OF  PERSONAL  INCAPACITY.  829 

or  to  be  attached  to  the  enjoyment  by  a  married  woman 
of  any  property  or  income  (a). 

Under  this  Act,  it  has  been  decided,  with  respect  to  Construction 
women  married  before  the  year  1883,  that  where  they  Man-iod 
were  before  that  year  entitled  to  any  property,  either  Women's 
contingently  or  in  reversion  or  remainder,  it  does  not  Act,  1882. 
become   their   separate    property   by   reason    of    their 
interests  vesting   or   falling   into   possession  after  the 
commencement  of   the  Act  (b).     As  regards  snch  pro- 
perty and  any  property  to  which  they  were  entitled  in 
possession  before  that  year,  they  remain  subject  to  the 
law  in  force  before  the  Act.     But  any  property  given 
since  the  commencement  of   the  Act  to  any  married 
woman  beneficially,  and  not  as  a  trustee  or  an  execu- 
trix (c),  belongs  to  her  as  her  separate  property,  although 
not  expressly  limited  for  her  separate  use  (d).     It  has, 
however,  been  held,  upon  the  construction  of  the  proviso 
that  the  Act  shall  not  interfere  with  or  affect  any  settle- 
ment made  or  to  be  made  respecting  the  property  of 
any  married  woman  {e),  that  a  covenant  by  a  husband 
alone  contained  in  a  settlement  made  before  the  Act  to 
settle  his  wife's  after-acquired  property  will  bind  pro- 
perty to  which  she  may  become  entitled  after  the  Act, 
to  the  same  extent  as  such  property  would  have  been 
bound  by  the  husband's  covenant  at  common  law,  unless 
the   property   were   expressly   given   for  her   separate 
use  (_/).     And  it  appears  that   the  same  construction 
may  be  placed  upon  a  similar  covenant  contained  in 
a   settlement  made   since   the   Act;    for   it   has   been 

(«)  Sect.  19.  see  also  He  Davenport,  1895,  1  Ch. 


{b)  ReidY.  Reid,  31  Ch.  D.  40'2, 


361. 


overruling  Baynlon  v.  VoUins,  27  (^)  S***-   ^^  ^  ^6  Vict.  o.  75, 

Ch.  D.  604  ;    and   Re    Thompson  s.  19. 

and  Curzon,  29  Ch.  D.  177.  (/)  ReStonm-'s  Trusts,  24  Ch.  D. 

(0)  Re  Harkness   and  Allsopp's  1^5  ;  Re  TTMtaler  34  Ch  D  227  ; 

Contract,  1896,  2  Ch.  358.  ^""^^'  ^-  ^"""''^'  ^^  ^^^P-'V' 

'          '  see  Wms.  Pers.  Prop.  376,  493, 

{d)  Re  Lumley,  1896,  2  Ch.  690;  15th  ed. 
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further  decided  that  an  ante-nuptial  settlement  made 
after  the  Act  by  an  intended  husband  and  infant  wife 
of  her  personal  property  has  the  same  effect  now  as  it 
would  have  had  at  common  law,  and  is  therefore  com- 
pletely binding  on  the  wife  as  regards  any  interest 
therein  of  which  the  husband  could  by  virtue  of  his 
marital  rights  at  common  law  have  made  a  valid  dis- 
position ((j).  Where  under  this  Act  a  married  woman 
becomes  entitled  to  any  estate  or  interest  in  any  lands 
or  hereditaments  as  her  separate  property,  she  takes  the 
whole  legal  or  other  estate  or  interest  limited  to  her  in 
the  same  manner  as  if  she  were  a  single  woman ;  and 
her  husband  does  not  acquire  the  rights  and  interest 
therein  during  his  wife's  lifetime  which  he  would  have 
had  if  she  had  been  entitled  independently  of  the  Act, 
either  ut  common  law  or  in  equity  but  not  for  her 
separate  use  {h) .  But  he  may  succeed  after  her  death, 
if  she  die  intestate,  to  her  freehold  or  copyhold  estate 
in  fee  simple  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  (^) ,  and  to  her 
leaseholds  for  years  in  virtue  of  his  marital  right  to 
take  the  same  by  survivorship  {k).  The  wife  can  dispose 
of  any  estate  or  interest,  to  which  she  so  becomes  en- 
titled as  her  separate  property,  in  the  same  manner  as 
if  she  were  single,  without  the  necessity  of  her  husband's 
conciu'rence  in  or  her  own  acknowledgment  of  the  deed 
of  conveyance  or  of  any  other  formality  not  requii-ed 
in   the   case   of   an   assurance  by  a  single  woman  (/). 

(ff)  Stevens    v.    Trevor-  Garriclc,  covertvire  has  come  to  an  end,  the 

1893,    2   Ch.    307  ;    BucMand  v.  quality  of  separate  property  also 

Bitckland,  1900,   2  Ch.  534  ;    see  ceases,  and  the  husband  can  as- 

Wms.  Pers.  Prop.  487,  493,  15th  sert  his  common  law  right  to  have 

ed.  his  wife's  term  by  survivorship 

(A)  See  Hope  v.  Hope,  1892,  2  without  the  necessity  of  taking 

Ch. '636,  Ml ;  TAo)-nlei/v.  Thornlei/,  out   administration   to  her:    see 

1893,    2   Ch.    229;     Ee   Lumletj,  Co.    Litt.   46b,    300a,    351a;    2 

1896,  2  Ch.  690;  Wms.  Conv.  Black.  Comm.  433— 435;  iJeZ^/w- 
Stat.  382,  383,  418,  419,  421.           ■  berfs  Estate,  39  Ch.  D.  626;  Hope 

{%)  Hope\.  Hope,   1892,   2  Ch.  v.  Hope,  ubi  sup.                      i,- - 

336  ;    see  above,  p.  176  ;    "Wms.  {I)   Re  Drummond  and  Daviess 

Real  Prop.  300,  311,  19th  ed.  Contract,  1891,  1  Ch.  524,  decid- 

{k)  It  ajipears  that,  after  the  ing  that  a  wife  can  now  bar  the 
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Altliougli  if  any  such  property  be  given  to  a  married  Restraiut  on 
woman  with  a  restraint  on  anticipation,  she  is  under  the 
like  incapacity  to  deprive  herself  of  the  benefit  thereof 
by  any  disposition,  which  she  may  purport  to  make,  as 
attached  with  respect  to  her  dealing  with  her  equitable 
separate  estate  subject  to  a  similar   restraint  (yy/).     It  Sale -without 
appears,  however,  that  where   a  wife   enjoys   a   legal  a^restraint  on 
estate  or  interest  by  virtue  of  the  Act  of  1882  in  any  anticipation, 
separate  property,  subject  to  a  restraint  on  anticipation, 
and  disposes  of  the  property  to  a  purchaser  taking  for 
value  in  good  faith  and  without  notice  of  the  restraint, 
the  purchaser  will  obtain  a  good  title  to  the  property ; 
for  the  restraint  on  alienation  is  an  incumbrance  affect- 
ing the  property  in  equity  only  and  not  at  law  {n).     It  The  Act 
is  held  that  the  Act   of   1882  confers  upon  manied  Z^^^.^"'' 
women  a  special  capacity  only  to  hold  and  dispose  of  women  a 
property,  which  is  by  virtue  of  the  Act   made  their  ^enerai,"*^ 
separate  property,  and  does  not  invest  them  with  the  capacity  to 
same  general  capacity  in  respect  of  all  property  as  is  dispose  of 
enjoyed  by  single  women.     Thus  it  was  decided  that  ^^^^^.^'^■^" 
a  will  made  by  a  woman  during  covertm-e  and  not  re-  -wives'  -wills 

executed  by  her  when  she  became  a  widow  was  not  "^^'^e  *iurmg 

''     _  coverture, 

effectual  by  virtue  of  the  Act  to  pass  property  acquired 

by  her  after  her  husband's  death  (o).  And  the  con- 
sequences of  this  ruling  were  only  removed  by  the 
Married  "Women's  Property  Act,  1893  (^j),  which  pro- 
vided in  effect  that  the  will  made  during  covertm^e  of 
a  woman  who  might  die  after  the  passing  of  that  Act  {q) 

fentail  in  any  lands  to  -which  she  Re  Cuno,  43  Ch.  D.  12;  foUo-wing 

is  entitled  for  an  estate  tail  as  her  the  law  laid  down  in  Willock  v. 

separate  property,    -without    her  Noble,  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  580,  -with 

husband's  concurrence  in  or  her  respect  to  dispositions  by  -will  of 

own  acknowledgment  of  the  dis-  a     married    -woman's     equitable 

entailing  deed ;  cf.  above,  p.  822.  separate     estate;     and     see     Ite 

(«)  Bates  V.  Kcsterton,    1896,    1  Bowen,  1892,  2  Ch.  291. 

Ch.  159;  Re  Lumley,  1896,  2  Ch.  {p)  Stat.   56  &  57  Vict.  c.  03, 

690  ;  above,  p.  821.  s.  3,  passed  5th  Dec.  1893. 

(«)   See   above,   pp.    172,    173,  [q)  Re  Wylie,  1895,  2  Ch.  116, 

266,  427,  496.  deciding  that  the  Act  applies  to 

(o)  Re  Price,   28  Ch.    D.    709  ;  -wills  made  before  its  passing. 
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Rule,  that 
liufeband  and 
■wife  are 
one  person 
not  repealed. 


Property- 
given  to  a 
■wife  on  trust. 


should  take  effect  as  if  it  liad  been  executed  immediately 
before  lier  death,  whether  she  had  or  had  not  any 
separate  property  at  the  time  of  making  it,  and  need 
not  be  re-executed  or  re-published  after  her  husband's 
death.  So  it  has  been  considered  that  the  Act  did  not 
repeal  the  rule  that  husband  and  wife  are  one  person  in 
law  (r),  but  left  it  to  take  effect,  where  not  modified  or 
interfered  with ;  whence  it  follows  that  on  a  gift  of 
land  or  other  property  made  since  the  Act  to  a  husband 
and  his  wife  and  others  in  joint  tenancy  or  tenancy 
iu  common,  the  husband  and  wife  still  become  entitled 
to  the  share  of  one  person  only  between  them  (.s) .  And 
it  has  been  further  held  that  the  Act  only  enables  a 
married  woman  to  hold  and  dispose  of,  as  her  separate 
property,  estates  and  interests  to  which  she  is  entitled 
for  her  own  use  beneficially,  and  not  those  to  which  she 
is  entitled  upon  any  trust  (t).  The  consequence  of  this 
decision  is  that,  where  since  the  Act  {u)  any  heredita- 
ments have  been  limited  to  a  wife  upon  any  trust  or 
have  devolved  upon  her  as-executrix  or  administratrix  (x) , 
she  cannot  dispose  of  the  same  pursuant  to  the  trust  by 
her  own  act  alone,  unless  the  hereditaments  be  freehold 
or  copyhold  and  she  be  a  bare  trustee  thereof  {>/)  :  but 


(r)  See  Wms.  Real  Prop.  299, 
304,  19th  ed. 

(s)  He  March,  27  Ch.  D.  166; 
He  Jupp,  39  Ch.  D.  148,  152. 
The  husband  and  wife  take  the 
share  so  given  to  them,  as  they 
take  any  other  property  given  to 
them  since  the  Act  -witliout  -words 
of  severance,  as  joint  tenants  and 
not,  in  the  case  of  freeholds  or 
copyholds,  by  entireties  ;  lie 
March,  ubi  sup.  ;  Thortileij  v. 
Thornloi,  1893,  2  Ch.  229;  see 
Wms.  Real  Prop.  305,  313,  19th 
ed. 

{t)  Re  Harhness  and  Allsopph 
Contract,  1896,  2  Ch.  358. 

[u)  The  disposition  of  any  here- 
ditaments, which  -were  limited  to 
or  devolved  upon  a  married  woman 


in  trust  before  the  year  1883,  is 
of  course  governed  by  the  old 
la^w  existing  independently  of 
that  Act ;  see  above,  p.  829. 

[x)  By  the  Married  Women's 
Property  Act,  1882,  stat.  45  &  46 
Vict.  c.  75,  ss.  1  (2),  18,  24,  a 
married  woman  is  enabled  to  ac- 
cept any  trust  or  the  office  of 
executrix  or  administratrix  with- 
out her  husband's  consent,  and  is 
empo^wered  to  transfer  as  if  she 
■were  a  feme  sole  any  stock,  shares 
or  debentures,  to  -n'hich  she  is 
entitled  as  trustee,  executrix  or 
administratrix.  But  she  is  not 
thereby  expressly  authorised  so 
to  dispose  of  any  other  trust  pro- 
perty. 

(v)  See  above,  p.  828. 
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her  husband  takes  the  estate  or  interest  therein  bestowed 
on  him  by  the  rules  of  law  or  equity  apart  from  the 
Act,  and  must  accordingly  join  in  alienating  the  same 
by  the  appro23riate  method  of  conveyance.  That  is  to 
say,  if  the  property  be  freehold,  it  must  be  assured  by 
deed  executed  by  the  husband  and  wife  and  duly 
acknowledged  by  the  wife  (::)  ;  if  copyhold,  by  surrender 
by  the  husband  and  wife,  the  wife  being  separately 
examined,  or  in  the  case  of  an  equitable  estate  in  copy- 
holds, by  a  similar  surrender  or  by  deed  acknow- 
ledged (a)  ;  and  if  leasehold,  by  the  husband's  assign- 
ment with  the  wife's  concurrence  (i^).  It  has  been  Married 
decided  that,  where  any  hereditaments  are  vested  in  a  ^ort^ao-ce 
married  woman  as  mortgagee,  the  mortgage  being  her 
separate  property,  she  can  convey  the  same,  upon  repay- 
ment of  the  mortgage  money,  as  if  she  were  single  (r). 
And  it  has  been  held  that,  if  she  be  a  trustee  of  the  Wife  trustee- 
mortgage,  and  the  hereditaments  be  freehold  or  copy-  o  »  - 
hold,  she  can  also  convey  them,  on  repayment  of  the 
money  secured,  as  a  feme  sole ;  for  on  such  repayment 
she  becomes  a  bare  trustee  thereof  {d).  This  doctrine, 
however,  can  have  no  application  to  leaseholds  for  years 
vested  in  a  married  woman  as  mortgagee,  where  she  is 
a  trustee  of  the  mortgage  money  (<").  It  has  been 
further  decided  that,  where  a  married  woman  is  one  of 
several  mortgagees,  who  became  entitled  to  lands  since 
the  Married  Women's  Property  Act,  1882  (/),  and  has 
made  a  conveyance  thereof  as  a,  feme  so/e  upon  a  transfer 
of  the  mortgage,  a  subsequent  piu-chaser  is  not  entitled 
to  raise  the  objection  that  she  might  have  been  a  trustee 
of  the  mortgage  money,  where  no  notice  of  any  such 
trust  appeared  upon  the  title  {(j).     In  that  case,  how- 

(z)  Above,  p,  817.  Contract,   1902,    1    Ch.    451  ;    see 

(a)  Above,  pp.  818,  819.  above,  p.  828. 

(b)  Above,  pp.  817,  819.  {e]  See    above,   pp.    828,    832, 

(c)  Jie    Brooke    and    Fremlin''s  n.  (x). 

Contract,  1898,  1  Ch.  647.  (/)  Above,  p.  828. 

id)  Re    Howgate   and    Osborn''s  (c/)  He   West  and  Hardtfs  Con-- 
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ever,  tlie  lands  mortgaged  were  freehold,  and  the  wife 
alone  might  make  a  valid  conveyance  of  them  as  a  bare 
trustee.  If  they  had  been  leasehold  she  could  not  have 
done  this ;  and  it  is  submitted  that,  in  the  last-mentioned 
decision,  the  wrong  test  was  applied.  Where  several 
men  are  jointly  entitled  to  leasehold  lands  on  a  trust, 
which  is  not  disclosed,  a  purchaser  taking  a  conveyance 
from  them  for  value  and  without  notice  obtains  the 
legal  estate  and  is  not  affected  in  equity  by  the  trust  (A). 
But  if  one  of  such  trustees  be  a  married  woman,  the 
purchaser  does  not  get  a  good  title  by  reason  of  his 
having  had  no  notice  of  the  trust ;  as,  if  the  woman's 
husband  did  not  assure  her  share  of  the  lands,  the 
purchaser  obtains  no  legal  estate  therein.  It  is  sub- 
mitted that  in  such  case  the  proper  objection  for  a 
purchaser  to  take  is  this :  that,  as  the  Married  Women's 
Property  Act,  1882,  confers  only  a  special  and  not  a 
general  capacity  of  conveyance  on  a  married  woman,  it 
is  incumbent  on  any  one  who  proposes  to  make  title 
through  any  conveyance  of  land  made  by  a  wife  alone, 
to  prove  either  that  she  was  entitled  to  the  estate  or 
interest  assured  as  her  separate  property,  or  that,  if  she 
were  a  trustee  thereof,  she  had  power  to  convey  the 
same  as  a  bare  trustee. 

Married  Under  the  Married  Women's  Property  Acts,  1882 

TonTrTci  ^^^  ^^^^  (')'  ^ai'i'ie^  women  now  enjoy  a  special  and 

very  pecidiar  capacity  of  making  legal  contracts  m 
respect  of  their  separate  property  to  which  they  are  or 
may  become  entitled  without  restraint  on  anticipation  ; 
and  any  obligation  so  undertaken  by  them  may  be  en- 
forced after  the  determination  of  the  coverture  against 
any  property  to  which  they  may  then  be  entitled,  except 
only  that  which  belonged  to  them  during  coverture  as 

ircct    1904    1  Ch.  145  ;  see  above,  (i)  Stats.  45  &  46  Vict.  c.  75, 

pp   250  ",  ««•  1  (2),  19  ;  56  &  57  Vict.  c.  63, 

(//)  Above,  pp.  250  f^q.,  490.  s.  1. 
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their  separate  property  subject  to  a  restraint  on  aliena- 
tion  and  the   income   thereof.     But    apart   from   this 
privilege  they  have  no  general  power  to  make  them- 
selves liable  upon  any  contract  (/i).     The  rule  of  the  At  common 
common  law  was  that  a  married  woman  was  incapable  ^^^• 
of  binding  herself  by  any  act  or  agreement ;  so  that 
any  obligation  which  she  purported  to  undertake  by 
contract  was  absolutely  void  as  against  her  (/).     But 
although  a  wife   could   ineiu:  no   liability,  she  might 
acquire  a  right  in  the  nature  of  a  chose  in  action  under 
a  contract  made  by  her  dming  coverture.     She  could 
not,  however,  sue  in  respect  of  any  such  contract  during 
the  coverture,  except  with  the  concurrence  of  her  hus- 
band in  joining  her  name  with  his  own ;    whilst   he 
could  sue  thereon  in  his  own  name   without  lier,  but 
she  might  sue  alone  to  get  the  benefit  of  such  a  contract 
after  the  coverture  had  determined  (m) .     Apart  from  Exceptions  to 
the  powers  conferred  by  the  Married  Women's  Property  ^pacitv°to 
Acts,  1882  and  1893,  the  general  incapacity  of  a  married  contract, 
woman  to  bind  herself  by  a  contract  is  subject  to  certain 
exceptions;  and  it  appears  that  a  wife  can  enter  into, 
or  have  entered  into,  a  valid  contract  in  the  following 
instances : — 

1.  In  the  case  of  the  wife  of  the  king  (>?).  i.  Wife  of 

2.  If  her  husband  be  civilly  dead,  or  be  undergoing  _^  ^-pr^"? ' 

sentence  of  transportation  or  penal  servitude  (o) .  civilly  dead. 

3.  By  the  custom  of  the  city  of  London,  in  respect  3.  Trading 

(A)  Scott  V.  Jforle!/,  20  Q.  B.  D.  Chichester,  3  Q.  B.  D.  722  ;  i:xpte. 

120  ;  Ee  Gardiner,  ib.  249  ;   Slot/-  Jones,  12  Ch.  D.  484. 

don  V.  Zee,    1891,   1   Q.  B.  661;  (m)  FhilUskirk  v.  Thickwell,    2 

Telton  V.  Harrison,  1891,  2  Q.  B.  M.   &  S.  393  ;    Wills  v.  Xiirse,   1 

422 ;  Re  Hewctt,   1895,    1  Q.  B.  A.  &  E.  65  ;  Balton  v.   Midland 

328  ;    Softlaw  v.    Welch,   1899,  2  Ey.  Co.,  13  C.  B.  474  ;  I)e  Wahl 

Q.   B.  419;    Burnetts.  Howard,  v.   Braune,    1    H.    &   N.    178;    1 

1900,   2   Q.   B.    784;    Broivn   v.  Rop.  Husb.  &  Wife,  213,  2nd  ed. ; 

Dimhlchj,  1904,  1  K.  B.  28.  Wms.  Pers.  Prop.  471,  472,  15th 

{I)  1  Black.  Comm.  444  ;  Emery  ed. 

v.   Wase,  5  Ves.  846  ;  Sag-.  V.   &  («)  Co.  Litt.  133a. 

P.  206  ;  Nicholl  v.  Jones,  L.  E.  3  [o)   1  Black.  Comm.  431  ;  Carrol 

Eq.  696;  Cahill  v.  Cahill,  8  A-pp.  v.  Blencow,   4   Esp.    27;    Expte. 

Cas,    420  ;    and   see   Attcood   v.  Franks,  7  Bing.  762. 
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separately 
in  London. 

4.  Wife  of  an 
alien  never  iu 
England 
contracting  as 
feme  sole. 

5.  During 
judicial 
separation . 

6.  After 
protection  or 
separation 
order. 

7.  To  com- 
promise a 
matrimonial 
cause,  or  to 
live  apart 
from  her 
husband. 


of  any  trade  carried  on  by  lier  within  the  city 
separately  from  her  husband  (7;). 

4.  If  she  be  tlie  wife  of  an  alien,  who  has  never  been 

in  England,  and  she  purport  to  contract  as  a 
feme  sole  {q). 

5.  During  the  continuance  of  a  judicial  separation  (r). 

6.  After  she  has  obtained  a  protection  order  (s),  or  a 

separation  order  (/). 

7.  A  wife  may  enter  into  a  binding  agreement  to 

compromise  proceedings  in  any  matrimonial  cause 
between  her  husband  and  herself  (ii) ;  and  may 
in  consideration  of  any  such  compromise  make  a 
valid  contract  to  live  apart  from  her  husband. 
She  may  also  enter  into  a  binding  agreement 
founded  upon  other  valuable  consideration  than 
the  compromise  of  such  proceedings,  to  live  sepa- 
rate from  her  husband  (,r).  But  on  the  compro- 
mise of  any  matrimonial  cause  or  the  execution 
of  an  agreement  for  separation,  a  wife  has  no 
greater  capacity  to  dispose  of  her  2iropert)j, 
whether  by  conveyance  or  contract,  than  she  has 
at  any  other  time  (y).  So  that  if  she  be  entitled 
to  freeholds  at  common  law,  she  cannot  dispose 


[p]  Bac.  Abr.  Customs  of 
London  (D)  ;  2  Roper  on  Hus- 
band and  Wife,  124,  125,  2nded.; 
see  Caudcll  v.  Shmc,  4  T.  R.  361  ; 
Beard  Y.  Webb,  2  B.  &  P.  93. 

[q)  Be  Gaillon  v.  VAigle,  1 
Bos.  &  Pul  357  ;  Kay  v.  Buchesse 
de  P'uiuie,  3  Camp.  123  ;  Barden 
V.  Eeverberg,  2  M.  &  W.  61 ;  see 
Walford  v.  Buchesse  de  Pienne,  2 
Esp.  554  ;  Franks  v.  Buchesse  de 
Fienne,  ib.  587  ;  Be  JFahl  v. 
Braune,  1  H.  &  N.  178. 

(>•)  Stat.  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  85, 
ss.  25,  26 ;  above,  p.  823. 

(.s)  Stat.  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  85, 
8.  2i ;  above,  p.  825. 

{t)  Stat.  58  &  59  Vict.  c.  39, 
88.  4,  5  ;  above,  p.  825. 


(«)  JFilsonv.  Wihon,  1  H.  L.  C. 
538  ;  Eoicley  v.  Rowley,  L.  R.  1 
Sc.  App.  63  ;  Besant  v.  Wood,  12 
Ch.  D.  605,  621  ;  Rose  v.  Rose,  8 
P.  D.  98  ;  Cahill  v.  Cahill,  8  App. 
Cas.  420,  429,  435,  436. 

[x)  Emit  v.  Hunt,  4  De  G.  F. 
&  J.  221  ;  Marshall  v.  Marshall, 
5  P.  D.  19  ;  Besant  v.  Wood,  12 
Ch.  D.  605  ;  Clark  v.  Clark,  10 
P.  D.  188  ;  Aldridge  v.  Aldrideje, 
13  P.  D.  210  ;  McGregor  v. 
McGregor,  20  Q.  B.  D.  529  ;  Re 
Weston,  1900,  2  Ch.  164. 

(?/)  Stamper  v.  Barker,  5  Madd. 
157 ;  Slatter  v.  Skitter,  1  T.  &  C. 
Ex.  28  ;  Fansiitart  v.  Fansittart, 
4  K.  &  J.  62  ;  Cahill  v.  Cahill,  8 
App.  Cas.  420  ;  Harle  v.  Jarman, 
1895,  2  Ch.  419. 
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of  any  interest  therein,  as  a  part  of  any  such 
compromise  or  agreement,  except  as  provided  by 
the  Fines  and  Recoveries  Act  (z).  And  it  ap- 
pears that,  if  she  he  entitled  to  separate  property 
subject  to  a  restraint  on  alienation,  she  cannot 
make  any  disposition  thereof,  either  by  way  of 
conveyance  or  contract,  as  a  term  of  any  such 
compromise  or  agreement  {a). 
In  a  policy  of  insurance  effected  by  a  married  8-  Policy  of 

J-         -^  „  insurance 

woman  before  the  year  1883  on  her  own  lire  or  underMarried 
the  life  of  her  husband  for  her  separate  use  by  p^op'^^ty^Act, 
virtue  of  the  Married  Women's  Property  Act,  1870. 
1870  {h). 


Besides  these  exceptional  cases,  in  which  a  married  Wife's 

J         •    J.  £4-  contract 

woman  appears  to  be  enabled  to  enter  into  a  periect  operating  as 
contract  binding  herself  personally  at  law,  her  agree-  ^f*^';Ppg^*j^;' 
ment  may,  in  certain  instances,  operate  as  a  disposition 
of    property  (e) .     Thus   where    a    married   woman    is 

{z)   Cahillv.  Cahill,  8  A-p:p.Ca.s.  of  the   contractor's    being    pos- 

420  ;    Hark  v.  Jarnum,    1895,    2  sessed   of  property   at  the  time 

Ch.  419  ;   see  above,  p.  817.  either  of  making  or  of  enforcing 

{a)  See  cases  cited  above,  p.  822,  the  agreement ;  see  Turner,  Ij.  J. , 

n.   [x)  ;    Cahill  v.   Cuhill,  8  App.  Juhmon  v.  Gallagher,  3  De  G-.  F. 

Cas.  420,  429,  430.  &  J.  494,  519,  520  ;  James,  L.  J., 

[b)  Stat.  33  &  34  Vict.  c.  93,  Pifc  v.  Fitzg'ihhon,  17  Ch.  D.454, 
s.  10,  repealed,  except  as  to  acts  461.  Where  a  married  woman 
done  and  rights  acquired  there-  entitled  to  property  of  which  she 
under,  by  stat.  45  &  46  Vict.  is  restrained  from  anticipating 
c.  75,  s.  22,  and  replaced  by  s.  11  the  income,  enters  into  one  of 
of  that  Act,  which,  however,  only  these  exceptional  contracts  by 
enables  a  wife  to  effect  such  a  which  she  can  bind  herself  per- 
policy  by  virtue  of  the  power  of  sonally  at  law,  execution  of  a 
contracting  given  to  her  by  that  judgment  against  her  in  an 
^(.|;_  action  on  the  contract  cannot  be 

(c)  The  essence  of  a  true  con-  had  against  such  property  so 
tract  at  law  is  the  creation  of  an  long  as  it  is  affected  by  the 
obligation  binding  the  contractor  restraint ;  HUl  v.  Cooper,  1893,  2 
personally  ;  and  it  is  foreign  to  Q.  B.  85;  see  above,  pp.  821,822; 
the  nature  of  a  contract  that  it  Hyde  v.  Hgdc,  13  P.  D.  166  ; 
should  bind  or  affect  the  con-  Hood  Barrs  v.  Cathcart,  1894,  2 
tractor's  property  until  ho  has  Q.  B.  559,  567  sq.;  Hood  Barrs 
been  sued  thereon  and  judgment  v.  Heriot,  1896,  A.  C.  174; 
given  against  him,  or  that  its  IJ'hitelei/  v.  Edwards,  1896,  2 
validity  should  depend  on  the  faft  Q.  B.  48. 
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■Wife's 
contract  to 
exercise  a 
power. 


Wife's  con- 
tract made 
with  the 
formalities 
required  by 
the  Fines  and 
Recoveries 
Act. 


entitled  to  a  general  power  of  appointment  over  any 
property  and  contracts  by  some  instrument  not  com- 
plying with  all  the  formalities  required  by  the  power  to 
exercise  the  same  in  favour  of  a  purchaser,  effect  will 
be  given  to  the  contract  in  equity  by  way  of  relief 
against  the  defective  execution  of  the  power  and  the 
specific  enforcement  of  the  disposition  so  made  against 
those  entitled  in  default  of  appointment  (d)  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  she  had  been  a  single  woman  or  a 
man  {e).  But  in  such  cases,  the  Court  must  be  satisfied 
that  the  formalities  which  have  not  been  observed  are 
no  more  than  matters  of  form ;  and  that  the  donee  of 
the  power  has  not,  by  their  non-observance,  been 
deprived  of  any  of  the  protection,  which  a  due  exercise 
of  the  power  would  have  afforded  her.  Otherwise  the 
Com't  will  not  relieve  against  the  defective  execution 
of  the  power  (/).  Again,  where  a  married  woman  is 
entitled  to  any  interest  in  land,  of  which  she  can  only 
dispose  by  deed  acknowledged  with  her  husband's  con- 
currence under  the  Fines  and  Recoveries  Act(^),  and 
by  such  a  deed  she  enters  into  a  contract  which  would, 
if  she  were  sui  juris,  bind  her  interest  in  equity — for 
example,  a  contract  to  sell,  mortgage  or  settle  the 
same — then  such  contract  will  operate  in  equity  as  an 
effective  disposition  of  her  interest  {/>). 


Wives' 
general 
eDgagements 
in  equity. 


Under  the  rules  of  equity,  a  married  woman  had 
power  to  bind  any  separate  estate,  to  which  she  was 
entitled  uithout  restraint  on  anticipation,  by  her  general 
pecuniary  engagements  entered  into  with  respect 
thereto  (/)  ;   and  STieh  engagements  might  be  enforced, 


{d)  Bomll  V.  Deti;  1  Y.  &  C. 
C.  C.  345;  Thnclavcll^.  Gardiner, 
5  De  G.  &  S.  58,  65  ;  Sug.  Pow. 
53G,  537,  8th  ed. ;  2  Dart,  V.  & 
P.  1120,  1121. 

(e)  Above,  pp.  304,  471,  472. 

(/)  Tha.ckv-eU   v.    Gardiner,    5 


De  Gr.  k  S.  58,  65 ;  see  above, 
p.  304. 

(«7)  Above,  pp.  817—819,  829. 

(A)  Crofts  V.  Middleton,  8  De 
G.  M.  &  G.  192  ;  Sug.  V.  &  P. 
207  ;  2  Dart,  V.  &  P.  1119,  1120. 

(0  Above,  pp.  821,  822. 
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by  suit  against  her  in  a  Court  of  Equity,  out  of  any 
such  separate  estate,  to  which  she  was  entitled  at  the 
time  of  entering  into  the  engagement,  but  not  against 
any  separate  estate,  to  which  she  might  thereafter  have 
become  entitled,  or  which  she  was  restrained  from 
anticipating  (/.•) .  But  such  engagements  did  not  create 
any  lien  on  the  separate  estate,  out  of  which  they  might 
be  enforced,  so  as  to  prevent  the  wife  from  alienating 
the  same(/).  And  they  did  not  involve  her  in  any 
legal  liability,  and  so  could  not  be  enforced  after  the 
determination  of  the  coverture  either  against  her  per- 
sonally or  so  as  to  affect  any  property  to  which  she 
might  then  be  entitled,  except  that  which  was  already 
bound  by  the  engagements  {ni).     If  a  wife  entitled  to  Specific 

.  ,    ,  •,!        1  J      •    1  j_-   •      i*        performance 

any  separate  estate   without  restraint   on  anticipation  ^f  contract 
made  a  particular  disposition  thereof  by  way  of  contract  disposing  of 

11  -111  1  p       ^  "v^ne  s  sep.i- 

such  as  would  have  entitled  the  other  party  to  sue  for  rate  estate. 

specific  performance,  in  case  she  had  been  a  feme  sole — as 

if  she  contracted  to  sell  or  mortgage  any  land^  forming 

part  of  such  separate  estate — then  the  contract  would 

be  specifically  enforced  in  equity  against  the  property 

so  disposed  of  and  all  persons  succeeding  to  Jier  estate 

therein  {u)  ;  and  also  against  the  wife  herself  after  the 

determination   of   the   coverture  (o).       But    no   decree 

would  be  made  against  the  married  woman  personally 

for  specific  performance  of  the  contract,  so  long  as  she 

remained  under  the  same  coverture  as  existed  at  the 

time  of  entering  into  the  agreement  (y>).      And  if    a  Wifepur- 

.    ,  ,        .  J  J    1       !>  i>  chasinof  land 

married  woman,  having  separate  estate  tree  irom  any  with  her  sepa- 
restraint,   contracted   to    buy  land,   the   contract    was  ^^^^  estate. 


{Jc)  F'dry.  FUzffiI/bon,n  Ch.  I).  (o)   Grighij  v.  Cox,   1  Ves.  sen. 

454.  517  ;  Steady.  Nelson,  2  Beav.  245 ; 

{I)  S.  C,  17  Ch.  D.  460,  461.  Wainwright  v.  Enrdisfy,  ib.  363  ; 

\m)  S.  a  Sug.  V.  &  P.  206. 

chaslrfof  the  legal  estXtheE  ^^^  '^^^^"  ^-  ^'^'^""'  ^  ^^^  ^ 

for  value   and   without    notice;  Cr.  lOo,  111  ;    Warne  x.  Moiitledge, 

above,  p.  496.  L.  R.  IS  Eq.  497,  500. 
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Married 
woman  con 
tractinj;  in 


enforceable  in  equity  as  a  general  engagement  binding 
her  separate  estate,  and  not  otherwise ;  and  a  decree  for 
specitic  performance  would  not  be  made  against  her 
personally  (</).  But  a  married  woman,  who  had  sold 
land  forming  part  of  her  separate  estate  or  bought 
respect  of  her  \q^^^  with  her  separate  estate,  might  herself  enforce 
might  enforce  the  contract  specifically  ;  and  the  fact,  that  the  contract 
specific  enforceable  as  above  mentioned  against  her  separate 

performance.  ,  n    \ 

property  (though  not  against  her  personally),  was  suffi- 
cient to  prevent  the  other  party  from  raising  the 
defence  of  want  of  mutuality  (r). 


"Wives'  con- 
tracts under 
the  Married 
"Women's 
Property- 
Acts. 


Nature  of 
their  liability 
thereunder. 


With  regard  to  wives'  contracts  under  the  Married 
Women's  Property  Acts,  1882  and  1893  (s)  :— It  is 
enacted  in  the  Act  of  1882  (t)  that  a  married  woman 
shall  be  capable  of  entering  into  and  rendering  herself 
liable  in  respect  of  and  to  the  extent  of  her  separate 
property  on  any  contract,  and  of  suing  and  being  sued, 
either  in  contract  or  in  tort,  or  otherwise,  in  all  respects 
as  if  she  were  a/cDie  sole,  and  her  husband  need  not  be 
joined  with  her  as  plaintiff  or  defendant,  or  be  made  a 
party  to  any  action  or  other  legal  proceeding  brought 
by  or  taken  against  her ;  and  any  damages  or  costs 
recovered  by  her  in  any  such  action  or  proceeding  shall 
be  her  separate  property ;  and  any  damages  or  costs 
recovered  against  her  in  any  such  action  or  proceeding 
shall  be  payable  out  of  her  separate  property  and  not 
otherwise.  According  to  the  judicial  construction  of 
this  enactment,  a  married  woman  is  not  thereby  enabled 
to  render  herself  liable  on  any  contract,  otherwise  than 
in  respect  and  to  the  extent  of  her  separate  property  (n). 


(q)  Francis  v.  Wigzell,  1  Madd. 
258  ;  Ficard  v.  Jline,  L.  R.  5  Ch. 
274  ;  see  also  Gaston  v.  Franknm, 
2  De  G.  &  S.  561,  reversed  on 
other  grounds,  16  Jur.  507. 

(r)  Francis  v.  WUjzcU,  1  Madd. 
258,  261-264 ;  Jhirllnq  v.  Maguirc, 
LI.  &  G.  t.  Plunk.  1,  9,  15,  19, 


20  ;  2  Dart,  V.  &  P.  1045,  5th  ed. 
(«)  Above,  p.  831. 
{t)  Stat.  45  &  46  Vict.   c.   75, 

s.  1  (2). 

{u)  Scott  V.  Morlcy,  20  Q.  B.  D. 
120;  lie  Tiirnhdl,  1900,  1  Ch. 
180,  184. 
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Consequently,  although  a  breach  of  a  wife's  contract  to 
pay  money  or  a  judgment  against  her  for  breach  of  her 
contract  made  under  the  Act  will  result  in  a  debt  duo 
from  her,  which  may  be  the  subject  of  a  set-off  (.r),  will 
be  an  ante-nuptial  debt  in  case  she  marry  again  (//)  and 
will,  if  a  judgment  debt,  entitle  the  judgment  creditor 
to  issue  execution  by  way  of  garnishee  order  against 
her  (;:) ,  yet  she  does  not  incur  thereby  the  same  personal 
liability  to  pay  as  is  incumbent  on  an  indebted  man  or 
single  woman.  She  cannot  therefore  be  imprisoned 
under  the  Debtors  Act,  1869  {a),  for  failure  to  satisfy 
any  such  judgment  {b).  Nor  can  any  liability  to  j)ay 
money  incumbent  on  her  by  virtue  of  any  such  contract 
be  enforced  by  the  attachment  of  her  person,  in  cases 
where  that  process  would  be  available  against  her  if  she 
were  a  single  woman  (r).  Nor  is  she  liable  to  be  made 
bankrupt  by  reason  of  any  such  debt  or  judgment  {d) ; 
except  by  special  provision  of  the  Act  (e),  in  the  case  of 
her  carrying  on  a  trade  separately  from  her  hus- 
band (/).  Under  such  a  judgment,  it  has  been  held, 
execution  shall  only  issue  against  the  wife's  separate 
property ;  and  as  the  Act  is  not  to  interfere  with  any 
restriction  against  anticipation  {[/),  it  has  been  held,  by 
analogy  to  the  previous  law  respecting  a  wife's  general 
engagements  (/(),  that  the  separate  property  which  can  Separate 
be  taken  to  satisfy  a  wife's  liability  upon  her  contract  P^'operty 

•^  _  .  ,  ,  subject  to  a 

is   limited   to   that   to  which   she   is   entitled  without  restraint  on 


anticipation. 


(x)  Pelton  V.  Harrison,  1892,  1  {d)  Re  Gardiner,  20  Q.   B.  D. 

Q.  B.  118.  249  ;  not  even  after  the  coverture 

(y)  Jay  v.  Robinson,  2.5  Q.  B.  D.  has  ceased  ;  Re  Heicett,   1895,   1 

467.  Q.  B.  328. 

(;)    Holtby  V.  Hodgson,   24  Q.  (g)  stats.  45  &  46  Vict.  c.  75, 

B.    D.    103  ;    Ladij  Aylerford  v.  g.    i    (5)  ;    46   &  47   Vict.   c.   52, 

Great    Western  Ry.    Co.,    1892,    2  s.    152;  Wms.   Pers.  Prop,    231, 

Q-  B.  626.  1,5th  eel. 

[a]    Stat.    32    &    33  Vict.   C.    62,  1  f\    a         -d      rr      jj-     ^     ^  onn      1 

8.  5;  Wms.  Pers.  Prop.  196!  J'Q  ^q!  irandford,  1899,  1 
15th  ed. 

lb)  Scott  V.  Morhy,  20  Q.  B.  D.  iu)  Stat.  45  &  46  Vict.  c.  75, 

120.  s.  19  ;  above,  p.  828. 

(c)  Re  Turnhdl,  1900, 1  Ch.  180.  {!,)  Above,  p.  838. 

w.— II.  12 
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restraiut  on  antieipatiou  (/).  But  by  the  Act  of  1882, 
where  a  wife  made  a  valid  contract  thereunder,  any 
separate  property  to  which  she  might  afterwards  during 
the  coverture  become  entitled,  without  restraint  on 
anticipation,  was  made  liable  to  satisfy  her  liabilities  so 
incurred  (/.•).  And  under  the  same  Act  it  was  decided 
that,  where  judgment  was  obtained  against  a  wife 
(whilst  covert)  in  an  action  on  her  contract  made 
during  the  coverture,  arrears  then  accrued  due  but  un- 
paid of  income,  which  she  was  restrained  from  antici- 
pating, might  be  taken  to  satisfy  the  judgment  (/), 
though  not  arrears  of  such  income  accruing  due  after 
the  date  of  the  judgment  (;;?).  It  was  further  held, 
that  a  wife  could  not  be  made  liable  under  the  Act  of 
1882  in  respect  of  any  contract,  unless  she  had  some 
separate  property  to  which  she  was  entitled  without 
restraint  on  anticipation,  at  the  time  when  she  made 
the  contract  {)i)  ;  and  that  a  wife's  contract  was  not  en- 
forceable after  the  coverture  had  ended,  against  any 
property  which  had  not  been  her  separate  property 
during  the  coverture  (o).  But  in  these  last  respects  the 
law  has  been  altered  by  the  Married  Women's  Property 
Act,  1893  {])),  enacting  that  everj^  contract  thereafter 
entered  into  (q)  by  a  married  woman,  otherwise  than  as 
agent,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  contract  entered  into  by 
her  with  respect  to  and  to  bind  her  separate  property, 


(i)  Scoti  V.  Morley,  ubi  suj).  ; 
Pelton  V.  Jfnrrhon,  1891,  2  Q.  B. 
42  i. 

(^-)  Stat.  45  &  46  Vict.  c.  7o, 
s.  1  (4),  repealed  and  replaced  by 
Stat.  56  &  57  Vict.  c.  63,  ss.  1,  4  ; 
see  note  {p),  below. 

{I)  Hood  Barrs  \.  Heriot,  1896, 
A.  C. 174. 

{m)  Whiteley  v.  Edivards,  1896, 
2  Q.  B.  48. 

(«)  Falliser  v.  Gurney,  19  Q.  B. 
D.  519  ;  Leak  v.  BnffieU,  24 
Q.  B.  D.  98  ;  Felton  v.  Harrison, 
1891,  2  Q.  B.  422. 


(o)  Sfogdon  v.  Lcc,  1891,  1  Q.  B. 
661  ;  Pelton  t.  Harrison,  1891,  2 
Q.  B.  422  ;  Softlaw  v.  JFelch, 
1899,  2  Q.  B.  419. 

{p)  Stat.  56  &  57  Vict.  c.  63, 
s.  1,  passed  5th  Dec.  1893,  re- 
placiDg  with  amendments  stat. 
45  &  46  Vict.  c.  75,  s.  1,  sub-ss.  3, 
4,  the  latter  of  which  provided 
that  a  wife's  contract  should  bind 
all  separate  property  which  she 
might  acquire  after  the  contract. 

(r/)  See  Re  Wheeler,  1904,  2  Ch. 

66. 
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A\liether  she  is  or  is  not  in  fact  possessed  of  or  entitled 
to  any  separate  property  at  the  time  when  she  enters 
into  such  contract ;  and  snch  contract  shall  hind  all 
separate  property  which  she  may  at  that  time  or  there- 
after be  possessed  of  or  entitled  to,  and  shall  also  be 
enforceable  by  process  of  law  against  all  property  which 
she  may  tliereaftor,  while  discovert,  be  possessed  of  or 
entitled  to ;  provided  that  these  amending  enactments 
shall  not  render  available  to  satisfy  any  liability  or 
obligation  arising  out  of  such  contract  any  separate 
property  which  at  that  time  or  thereafter  she  is  re- 
strained from  anticipating.  It  has  been  held  since  this  Effect  of  that 
Act  that,  where  a  married  woman  has  made  a  contract  property 
thereunder  and  was  entitled  to  some  separate  property  s^ibject  to  a 

^  ^       rGstrs-iiiL  oil 

subject  to  a  restraint  on  anticipation,  and  judgment  m  anticipation. 
an  action  on  the  contract  has  been  obtained  against  her 
after  the  determination  of  the  coverture,  neither  the 
capital  of  that  property  nor  any  arrears  of  the  income 
thereof  accrued  due  at  the  date  of  the  judgment  can  be 
taken   or  attached  in   execution   of   the  judgment  (/•). 
And  the  effect  of  the  construction  so  put  upon  this  Act 
seems  to  be  that,  where  judgment  is  obtained  against  a 
wife  (whilst  covert)  in  an  action  on  her  contract  made 
during  the  coverture  and   since   the   Act,  no   arrears 
accrued  due  or  savings  made  after  the  date  of  the  con- 
tract   of   any   income,    which    she   is   restrained    from 
anticipating,  can  be  taken  to  satisfy  the  judgment  (.s). 
The  Act  of   1«S93  also  gives  jurisdiction  to  the  Court,  Costs  against 
before  which  any  action  or  proceeding  instituted  by  a  ™omen  in 
woman  or  by  a  next  friend  on  her  behalf  is  pending,  to  F^'j^J^Jy 
order  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  opposite  party  out  of  by  them, 
property  which  is  subject  to  a  restraint  on  anticipation, 
and  to  enforce  such  payment  by  the  appointment  of  a 

(r)  Barnett  v.  Howard,  1900,  2  after  made,  the  Act  of  1893  ap- 

Q.   E.    784  ;   Broicn  v.   JJimbkhy,  pears  to  alter  the  law  laid  down 

1904,  1  K.  B.  28.  in  Hood  Bans  v.  Heriot,  above, 

(s)  As  regards  contracts  there-  p.  842,  n.  (/). 

12  (2) 


844 


or  PERSONAL  INCAPACITY. 


receiver  and  the  sale  of  the  property  or  otherwise  as  may 
be  just  (f). 


Specific  per- 
formance by 
or  against  a 
married 
woman. 


A  married  woman  contracting,  under  the  powers 
given  to  lier  hy  the  Married  Women's  Property  Acts, 
1882  and  189^]  (»),  either  to  Fell  land,  which  is  her 
separate  property  without  restraint  on  anticipation,  or 
to  buy  land,  may  herself  enforce  the  specific  performance 
of  the  contract  by  the  other  party  thereto  (x)  ;  and  she 
may  be  sued  and  judgment  may  be  given  against  her 
personally  for  specific  performance  of  such  a  contract, 
subject,  however,  to  the  limitations  imposed  by  the 
judicial  construction  of  these  Acts  (//)  upon  her  liability 
under  any  such  judgment.  It  remains  to  be  decided  to 
what  extent,  if  at  all,  a  married  woman  is  liable  to 
process  of  contempt  in  case  of  her  disobedience  to  any 
order  (such  as  an  order  for  conveyance  of  the  property 
sold  (s)  )  made  against  her  in  an  action  to  enforce  the 
specific  performance  of  such  a  contract.  But  a  married 
woman  may  be  attached  or  committed  for  disobedience 
to  an  order  of  the  Court  directing  her  to  do  some  act, 
which  does  not  involve  the  satisfaction  of  a  pecuniary 
liability  assumed  by  her  under  her  contract  made  by 
virtue  of  the  Married  Women's  Property  Acts  {a) .  And 
an  order  directing  a  married  woman  to  do  any  such  act 
within  a  limited  time  may  be  enforced  by  writ  of 
sequestration  (b)  against  all  her  separate  property  to 
which  she  is  then  entitled  without  restraint  on  anti- 
cipation (c). 


(/)  Stat.  56  &  fu  Vict.  c.  G3, 
s.  I,  amending  the  law  laid  down 
in  He  Glam-ill,  31  Ch.  D.  532  ;  Cox 
V.  Bennett,  1891,  1  Ch.  617  ;  but 
not  retrospective  ;  Ite  Lumley, 
1894,  3  Ch.  135.  A  counterclaim 
is  such  a  proceeding  ;  Jlood  Barm 
V.  Cathcart,  1895,  1  Q.  B.  t-73. 
See  Gordon  v.  Gordon,  1901,  P. 
163. 

[ii)  Above,  pp.  840  xq. 


(.(•)  Above,  p.  840. 

[y]  Above,  pp.  840—843. 

[z)  See  Seton  on  Judgments, 
2285,  2287,  6th  ed. 

[a)  Rr  TiirnhiU,  1900,  1  Ch. 
180  ;  R.  S.  C.  1883,  Order  XLII. 
rule  7  ;  see  above,  p.  841. 

{h)  R.  S.  C.  1883,  Order  XLIII. 
rule  6. 

(c)  See  above,  pp.  821,  831  ; 
JJydc  V.  Ihjde,  13  P.  D.  166.     It 
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Before  the  Married  Women's  Property  Act,  1882  {((),  Wife  trustee 
a  married  woman,  who  was  a  trustee  for  sale  of  land, 
coidd  not  enter  into  a  contract  for  the  sale  thereof, 
which  would  effectually  bind  her  (c).  A  decree  for  the 
specific  performance  of  the  contract  could  not  therefore 
be  obtained  either  against  her  (p),  or  (for  want  of 
mutuality)  in  her  favour  (/).  But  it  seems  that  she 
may  now  enter  into  such  a  contract,  and  that  she  herself 
and  her  separate  property  would  bo  liable,  to  the  extent 
permitted  by  the  Married  Women's  Property  Acts, 
1882  and  1893  (^z),  for  the  due  performance  of  the 
agreement ;  notwithstanding  that  she  cannot  convey  the 
trust  estate  sold  as  her  separate  property  (//). 

AVliere  a  contract  made  with  a  married  woman  has  Contract 
been  induced  by  her  misrepresentation,  whether  inno-  J^^rried  ^^  * 
cent  or  fraudulent,  the  other  party  has  the  same  rights  woman's 

,       (.    ,1  .     .  n  •  T  Ji  -n     misrepresen- 

m  respect  or  the  rescission  or  oi  avoiding  the  specitic  tation. 
performance  of  the  contract  as  if  she  were  single  (/). 
But  if  the  false  representation  were  made  fraudulently, 
she  is  not  equally  liable  to  an  action  of  deceit  as  if  she 
were  unmarried.     A  false  representation  fraudulently  Wife's 
made  by  a  married  woman,  like  any  other  tort  committed  her  fraud 
by  her,  was  in  general  a  good  cause  of  action  against 
her  at  common  law,  and  still  remains  so(/.-).     But  at 
common  law  she  could  only  be  sued  therefor  jointly 

appears  that,  if  the  order  were  to  by  her,  see  above,  pp.  843,  844, 

do  some  act  agreed  to  be  done  by  and  n.  {()  ;   R.   S.  C.  1883,  Order 

the  wife  under  her  contract  made  XLIII.  rule?;  Hulhcrt  v.  Cath- 

by  virtue  of  the  Married  Women's  cart,  1896,  A.  C.  470. 

Property  Art,   1893,   arrears  ac-  (rf)  Above,  pp.  835,  840. 

crued  due  or  savings  made  after  ('■)    Areri/  v.    Griffin,   L.    E.    G 

thedateof  the  contract  of  income,  Eq.  G06  ;  above,  p.  840. 

which  she  was   restrained   from  (/)  Fry,  Sp.  Perf.  §  461. 

anticipating,  could  not  be  attached  {g)  Above,  pp.  840  siy. 

under  a  sequestr.ition  for  default  {h)  Above,  p.  832. 

of  compliance  with  the  order;  see  (i)  Above,  pp.  723,  729,  744. 

above,  p.  843.     As  to   a   seques-  [k)  Liverpool  Adelphi  Loan  As- 

tration  issuing  for  default  of  com-  sociation  v.  Fair/iiirst,  9  Ex.422, 

pliance  by  a  wife  with  an  order  429  ;    Wright  v.  Lionnrd.  11  C.  B. 

for  payment  of  costs  made  against  N.    S.    258;    Earlr   v.    King^cote, 

her  in  any  proceeding  instituted  1900,  1  Ch.  203,  2  Ch.  585. 
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with  her  husband,  so  long  as  the  coverture  lasted  (/)  ; 
though  after  its  dissolution  by  death  or  divorce,  the 
husband's  liability  to  be  so  sued  ended  (y>?),  whilst  the 
wife  surviving  remained  liable  to  be  sued  alone  (>/). 
At  the  present  time,  the  wife  may  be  sued  for  any 
wrong  done  by  her  during  the  coverture  either  alone 
under  the  Married  Women's  Property  Act,  1882  (o),  or 
together  with  her  husband  according  to  the  old  law  [p). 
It  was  held  at  common  law,  however,  in  consequence  of 
a  married  woman's  incapacity  to  bind  herself  by  con- 
tract iq),  that  if  by  her  fraudulent  misrepresentation  (as 
by  stating  that  she  was  unmarried)  she  induced  any  one 
to  enter  into  a  contract  with  her,  she  could  not  be  made 
liable  in  any  proceedings  in  tort  to  recoup  the  other 
party  his  damages  caused  by  her  failure  to  carry  out 
her  agreement  (;•).  As  the  Mamed  Women's  Property 
Acts,  1882  and  1893  (.s),  have  only  given  to  married 
women  a  limited  and  special  capacity  to  contract  not 
involving  their  complete  personal  liability  (J),  and  have 
not  increased  a  wife's  liability  for  her  torts  otlierA\-ise 
than  by  permitting  an  action  thereon  to  be  brought 
against  her  without  her  husband,  it  appears  that  this 
exception  to  a  wife's  liability  for  her  fraud  still  remains 
in  force,  and  that  where  her  fraud  has  been  the  means 
of  inducing  another  to  contract  with  her,  no  action 
therefor  will  lie  either  against  her  and  her  husband  or 
against  herself  alone  (»).     In  other  words,  it  seems  that 

{I)  Bac.  Ahr.  Baron  and  Feme,  N.  S.  743. 
(K,   L)  ;    1   Black.   Comm.   443  ;  (o)  Above,  p.  840. 

Head  v.  Briscoe,  5  C.  &  P.  484.  {p)    Serofca    v.    Kattenbtirg,    17 

(Hi)    Hiqgins'    case,    Noy,    18  ;  Q.  B.  D.  177;  Earlc  \.  Khigscote, 

Capcl  V.  Fowell,  17  C.   B.   N.  S.  1900,   2    Ch.   585  ;    Bemimont   v. 

743.     But  if  the  wife  died  or  the  Kaye,  1904,  I  K.  B.  292. 
marriage    were    dissolved    after  {q)  Above,  p.  83.5. 

judgment  in  such  an  action,  the  [r)  Liverpool Adelphi  Loan  Asso- 

husband  remained  liable  on  the  ciation  v.  Fairhurst,   9   Ex.   422. 

judgment,     which      was     given  Cf.  above,  p.  788,  and  n.  (s). 
against  them  jointly  ;  see  Wms.  (s)  Above,  pp.  831,  840. 

Pers.  Prop.    478,  479,  573,  674,  [t)  Above,  pp.  840—843. 

15t.h  ed.  [u)  See  Earlev.  Kin(/scote,  1900, 

(»)  Vapel  v.  Tourf/,    17  C.  B.  1  Ch.  203,  208.  2  Ch.V)85,  588  .sq. 
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a  married  woman  cannot  by  means  of  her  own  fraud 
enlarge  the  limited  capacity  of  contracting  bestowed  on 
her  by  the  Married  Women's  Property  Acts(.r),  so  as  to 
assume  a  personal  liability  for  her  default  in  making 
good  her  agreement.  This  exception  is,  however,  con- 
fined to  cases  where  the  wife's  fraud  has  been  the  means 
of  inducing  the  other  party  to  contract  with  her ;  and 
where  a  married  woman,  who  had  already  entered  into  a 
contract  with  another,  subsequently  made  a  false  repre- 
sentation to  him  as  to  a  fact,  which  was  a  condition 
precedent  to  his  performing  his  part  of  the  agreement, 
she  and  her  husband  were  held  to  bo  liable  in  an  action 
of  deceit  brought  against  them  for  the  wrong  so  com- 
mitted (y). 

A  married  woman  might,  notwithstanding  her  cover-  Estoppel  by 
ture,  be  subject  in  equity  to  an  estoppel  by  reason  of  ^rrS  °^  ^ 
her  conduct  so  as  to  deprive  herself  of  her  rights  in  woman. 
any  land  or  propertj'.  Thus  if  by  her  misrepresenta- 
tion, whether  in  the  form  of  the  positive  assertion  of  an 
untruth  or  of  active  concealment  of  her  interest,  she 
induced  another  person  to  take  for  valuable  considera- 
tion a  conveyance  of  any  jDroperty  inconsistent  with  her 
own  rights  therein,  the  Courts  of  Equity  would  not 
permit  her  to  take  advantage  of  her  own  deceitful 
conduct  and  would  accordingly  restrain  her  from  assert- 
ing her  rights  in  derogation  of  the  conveyance  and 
compel  her  to  give  effect  thereto  (s).  This  rule  was 
applied  in  equity  whether  the  wife  ^vere  entitled  to  the 
property  affected  at  common  law  or  in  equity,  and  if  in 
equity,  whether  for  her  separate  use  or  not  (z)  :  but  she 
could  not  so  deprive  herself  of  any  interest,  as  to  which 

{j.-)  Above,  pp.  834,  810  srj.  Cf.  above,  p.  788.     In  XiclwU  v. 

{y)  Eaile  v.  Kitu/scolc,  ubi  .sup.  Jo/iei,  ubi  sup.,  it  was  held  that, 

(z)  Savage  v.  Foster,  9  Mod.  3-5  ;  as  the  other  party  was  aware  of 

NichoU  V.  Jones,  L.  R.  3  Eq.  696,  the    wife's   interest   and   of    her 

709  ;  Sharpe  v.  Foy,  L.  R.  4  Ch.  incapacity,  he  was  not  misled  by 

3.5;    Re   Lush's   Tntsf.i,    ib.    591.  her  conduct ;  see  above,  p.  541. 
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she  was  restrained  from  auticipatiou  (a) .  Where  a  wife 
is  entitled  to  any  separate  property  under  the  Married 
Women's  Property  Act,  1882  {b),  she  may  of  course  be 
deprived  of  her  rights  therein  by  estoppel  in  the  same 
way  :  but  not  so  as  to  interfere  with  the  effect  of  any 
restraint  on  anticipation  attached  thereto  {(■). 


Election  by  a 

married 

woman. 


It  was  also  held  in  e(|uity  that  a  married  woman 
might  be  put  to  her  election,  under  the  equitable  doc- 
trine in  that  belialf,  whether  she  would  claim  iinder  or 
against  some  instrument  conferring  a  benefit  on  her 
and  at  the  same  time  purporting  to  dispose  of  her  pro- 
perty ;  and  an  inquiry  would  be  directed,  which  alter- 
native it  would  be  most  beneficial  for  her  to  select,  and 
a  choice  made  by  the  Court  on  her  behalf  accordingly  {d) . 
Her  election  so  exercised  v/ould  in  equity  bind  her 
estate  or  interest  in  any  land  {e)  affected  thereby, 
whether  she  were  entitled  thereto  at  common  law  or  in 
equity,  and  although  it  were  not  evidenced  with  the 
formalities  prescribed  by  the  Fines  and  Keeoveries  Act 
or  otheiwise  necessary  for  her  ahenation  of  the  land(/). 
A  fortiot'iy  she  might  elect  in  the  same  manner  as  if  she 
were  a  feme  sole  so  as  to  bind  any  property  settled  for 
her  separate  use  witliout  restraint  on  anticipation  {g), 
and  may  do  so  with  regard  to  any  separate  property,  to 


(«)  Jftckion  V.  Mobhouse,  2  Mer. 
483,  488  ;  Stanley  v.  Slanley,  7 
Oh.  I).  589  ;  Bateman  v.  Fuhei\ 
1898,  1  Ch.  144. 

(6)  Above,  pp.  828  'q. 

\c)  Above,  p.  831. 

(rf)  Cooper  V.  Cooper,  L.  R.  7 
H.  L.  53,  79.  But  it  appears 
that  she  might  signify  her  elei;tion 
by  her  conduct;  see  Greenhill  v. 
North  Jlritish  mtd  JfercaiUilc  In- 
surance Co.,  1893,  3  Ch.  474,  480. 

[e)  A  married  woman  might 
also  so  elect  as  to  affect  her 
interest  in  any  personalty  ;  Oriyi/s 
V.  Gibson,  L.  R.  1  Eq.  685  ; 
except,  it  seems,  her  reversionary 


chose  in  action  not  alienable  under 
Malins'  Act,  stat.  20  &  21  Vict, 
c.  57;  Whittle  v.  Henning,  2  Ph. 
731  ;  Williains  v.  Mayne,  I.  R.  1 
Eq.  519;  see,  however,  Greenhill  v. 
Korth  British  and  ^[ercantilc  Insur- 
ance Co.,  1893,  3  Ch.  474,  com- 
mented upon  in  llarle  v.  Jarmait, 
1895,  2  Ch.  419. 

(/)  Ardesoife  v.  Bennet,  2  Dick. 
463  ;  Barrow  v.  Barrow,  4  K.  &  J. 
409  ;  Willoughby  v.  Middleton,  2 
J.  k  H.  314  ;  Griggs  v.  Gibson, 
L.  R.  1  Eq.  685,  691. 

(g)  See  Re  Davidson,  11  Ch.  D. 
341,  348. 
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which  she  is  entitled  without  such  restraint  under  the 
Married  Women's  Property  Act,  1882(//).  But  if  her 
own  property  dealt  with  liy  the  instrument  he  subject 
to  a  restraint  on  alienation,  she  cannot  by  her  election 
or  any  other  act  in  pain  deprive  herself  of  the  benefit 
thereof  (/).  And  it  appears  that  in  this  case  her  only 
obligation  is  to  confirm  the  instrument  conferring  a 
benefit  on  her  so  far  as  she  can  ;  and  that,  as  she  has  no 
alienable  interest  in  the  property  of  her  own  thereby 
disposed  of,  she  is  not  affected  by  the  doctrine  of  election 
and  may  take  the  benefit  given  to  her  without  compen- 
sating those  to  whom  the  instrument  purported  to  convey 
her  own  property  {k).  Where  the  instrument,  which 
confers  a  benefit  on  her,  gives  it  to  her  with  a  restraint 
on  anticipation,  it  is  held  that  this  shows  the  settlor's 
intention  to  be  that  she  shall  not  be  put  to  her  election ; 
and  in  such  case  she  is  entitled  to  retain  the  benefit 
conferred  without  making  any  conveyance  of  her  own 
property  to  give  effect  to  the  disposition  thereof,  which 
the  instrument  purported  to  make  (/). 

It  has  been  held  of  late  vears  that,  where  a  female  Married 

"     .  •Ill  woman 

infant  has  made  whilst  unmarried  a  voidable  conveyance  affirming 
of  her  property,  or  a  voidable  contract  operating  in  J^^^^^^j^'^g^ 
equity  as  a  disposition  of  her  property,  and  has  after-  conveyance  or 

•'■  .,,.  ,  .p  1*^  J.  • contract  made 

wards  married  during  her  infancy,  her  coverture  is  no  ^^^^  ^^^„-^^ 
bar  to  her  exercising  her  choice  of  avoiding  or  aifii-ming  ^d^n 
the  conveyance  or  contract;    which  is  therefore  fully 

ih)  Above   pp.  828  sq.  ing    the    restraint    (see    above, 

^,     ,     .  ,,   „,  p.  822).     But  it  i,s  thought  that, 

(i)  RoUhhou  v    WheehvrigM,  21  ^^  ^^^  making  of  this  order  is  no 

Beav.   214,   6  l>e  U     M.    &   Lr  ^^^.^  formality,  but  lies   in  the 

535  ;  Bateman  v.  l-abcr,    1898,    1  discretion  of  the  Court,  the  pos- 

Ch.  144.  sibUity  of  obtaining  it  does  not 

ik)  This  appears  to  follow  from  give   her   an   ahenable    interest, 

the  principles  applied  in  Re  Ches-  and  so  cause  her  to  be  put  to  her 

ham,  31    Ch.   D.   466.     It  may,  election. 

perhaps,  be  contended   that  she  (0  ^^  Tardon's  Trusts,  31  Ch. 

would  at  least  be  bound  to  apply  D.   275  ;  Haynes  v.  Foster,  1901, 

for  an  order  of  the  Court  remov-  1  Ch.  361. 
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binding,  if  not  repudiated  by  her  within  a  reasonable 
time  after  she  has  attained  full  age  (in).  This  ruling  is 
unquestionably  correct  where  the  property  affected  would 
in  case  of  the  wife's  repudiation  of  her  voidable  convey- 
ance or  contract  belong  to  her  for  her  separate  use  or  as 
her  separate  property  under  the  Married  Women's  Pro- 
perty Act,  1882;  for  she  can  dispose  of  all  such  property 
as  if  she  were  b.  feme  sole  {n).  But  as  applied  to  pro- 
perty, to  which  on  repudiation  the  wife  would  be  entitled 
under  the  old  law,  and  especially  where  the  property 
disposed  of  in  infancy  was  her  reversionary  chose  in 
action  (o),  the  doctrine  so  laid  down  appears  to  be  at 
variance  with  the  law  of  married  women's  incapacity, 
as  previously  understood  {p).  The  rule  in  question  has 
no  application  where  the  infant  on  her  mamage  becomes 


(/«)  Wilder  V.  Fujott,  22  Ch.  D. 
263  ;  Biirnaby  v.  Equitable  Rever- 
sinnnrif  Interest  Soci).,  28  Ch.  D. 
416  ;  MeHodson,  189},  2  Ch.  421  : 
Viditz  V.  WHagau,  1900,  2  Ch. 
87,  90— 98,  100  ;  above,  pp.  786, 
796. 

{n)  Smith  V.  Lucas,  18  Ch.  D. 
531,544;  above,  pp.  821, 828, 830. 

(o)  See  cases  cited  in  the  last 
note  but  one. 

{p)  See  Whittle  v.  llenuing,  2 
Ph.  731  ;  Ellison  v.  Elwin,  13 
Sim.  309  ;  Le  Yasseur  v.  Scratton, 
14  Sim.  116;  Williams  v.  Maync, 
I.  R.  1  Eq.  519  ;  none  of  which 
■were  cited  in  the  cases  mentioned 
in  note  (>«).  And  note  that  it 
was  considered  that  a  wife's 
capacity  to  agree  to  a  conveyance 
made  to  her  was  suspended  during 
her  coverture  ;  above,  p.  816,  n. 
ia).  It  is  submitted  that  in  the 
cases  cited  in  note  {m),  the  judges 
confused  the  doctrine  of  election, 
to  take  under  or  against  an  in- 
strument, which  is  a  matter  de- 
pending purely  on  the  rules  of 
equity  and  the  equitable  prin- 
ciples of  estoppel  by  conduct 
(above,  pp.  847—849),  with  the 
election  or  choice  of  affirming  or 


disaffirming  a  voidable  convey- 
ance or  contract.  This,  it  is 
thought,  is  properly  a  matter 
depending  on  the  party's  capa- 
city at  common  law  ;  and  by  the 
common  law,  a  woman's  capacity 
in  this  respect  appeals  to  have 
been  suspended  during  her  cover- 
ture. It  is  not  denied  that, 
where  by  the  instrument  effecting 
the  voidable  conveyance  or  con- 
tract, the  infant  has  derived 
benefits  from  other  soxu-ces,  she 
may  be  put  to  her  election 
whether  she  will  claim  under  or 
against  the  instrument  :  and  it 
appears  that  Wilder  v.  T'lgott,  22 
Ch.  D.  263,  267,  was  really  a 
case  of  this  kind  of  election  ; 
though  even  so  regarded  it  is  iu 
conflict  with  Williams  v.  Mayne, 
I.  R.  1  Eq.  519.  But  in  Re 
IIodsoH,  1894,  2  Ch.  421,  it  does 
not  appear  that  there  was  any 
ground  to  put  the  wife  to  her 
election  to  take  under  or  against 
her  settlement,  which  seems  to 
have  comprised  her  own  property 
alone  ;  and  it  is  submitted  that 
Chitty,  J.,  certainly  confused 
this  sort  of  election  with  the 
legal  capacity  of  affirming  a 
voidable  conveyance. 
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subject  to  some  foreign  law,  by  which  she  is  deprived 
during  her  coverture  of  the  capacity  of  giving  her  full 
consent  to  the  conveyance  or  contract  so  made  before 
her  marriage  (q). 

In  connexion  with  the  hiw  of  husband  and  wife,  it  may  Title  to 
be  mentioned  that,  according  to  a  recent  decision  (r),  the  ^"S^J-*  ^^^^ 
title  to  land  situate  in  England,  but  belonging  to  a  man  or  affected  by 

1       •  J        •    M    J     1         n  1  -J    the  marriafcc 

a  woman,  who  ]s  or  was  domiciled  elsewhere  and  married  ^f  ^^^  owner 
while  domiciled  abroad,  may  be  affected  by  the  law  of  '^bile  domi- 
the  country,  in  which  the  marriage  took  place.  In  the  ^^  jj^  xicok 
case  referred  to,  a  Frenchman  domiciled  in  France 
married  there  a  Frenchwoman  without  any  express  con- 
tract as  to  their  property,  so  that  by  French  law  they 
came  under  the  rule  of  community  of  goods.  The  pair 
then  came  to  England  and  acquired  an  English  domicile, 
and  the  husband  became  the  owner  of  freehold  and 
leasehold  land  in  England.  It  was  held  that,  on  the 
husband's  death,  the  wife  was  entitled,  according  to  the 
law  of  community  of  goods  under  which  she  married, 
to  one  half  of  this  land  (s),  as  well  as  of  his  moveable 
goods  (?"),  and  that  these  rights  must  prevail  over  his 
testamentary  dispositions  of  his  property.  The  grounds 
of  this  decision  were  that  the  marriage  under  the  French 
rule  of  community  of  goods  constituted  an  implied  con- 
tract between  the  parties  as  to  their  proprietary  rights, 
which  was  equivalent  to  an  express  contract  to  the  same 
effect,  and  that  this  contract  was  provable  by  parol 
evidence,  notwithstanding  the  Statute  of  Frauds  (?/),  on 


(y)    Viditz  V.  O'Haffa)!,  1900,  2       to  married  women  by  the  common 
Ch.   87  ;  see  above,  p.   786,  and       law. 

n.    (h).       It    may    be    remarked  (;■)  Sr  Be  Nicoh.    1900,   2   Ch. 

that  the  principle,  on  which  this  410. 
decision  is  based,  may  be  in- 
voked against  the  doctrine  laid 
down  in  the  other  cases  cited  in 
note  (;«),  above,  as  according  to 
the  elder  authorities  it  was  exactly 
this  capacity  which  was  denied       ss.  4,  7. 


(*■) 

Ibid. 

it) 

De  Nicoh 

V.   Cui 

■Her, 

1900, 

.  c, 

.  21. 

(u) 

Stat. 

29 

Car. 

II. 

c.    3, 
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tlie  same  principle  as  has  been  applied  in  the  ease  of 
parol  agreements  of  partnership  affecting  land  (x).  But 
of  course  the  wife  did  not  in  that  case  acquire  any  legal 
estate  or  interest  in  her  husband's  lands  or  goods  in 
England.  Her  rights  were  contractual  only  at  law, 
and  her  interest  in  the  property  was  merely  equitable. 
So  that,  although  she  was  enabled  to  enforce  her  rights 
specifically  against  her  husband's  devisees  of  the  laud, 
the  would  have  had  no  equity  or  other  claim  against  a 
purchaser  from  them  taking  the  legal  estate  in  the  lands 
for  value  without  notice  of  the  marriage  contract  (y). 


Corporations.  C  orporations,  as  conceived  by  the  common  law,  have 
as  full  capacity  to  purchase,  hold  and  dispose  of  lands 
as  any  natural  person,  who  is  free  from  disability  (~). 
But  under  the  Mortmain  and  Charitable  Uses  Act, 
1888  {a),  which  in  this  respect  repealed  and  replaced  the 
Mortmain  Act  of  Edward  I.  and  other  statutes  (b),  the 
assurance  of  land  (r)  to  or  for  the  benefit  of  a  corpora- 


(.(•)  Fur^fer  v.  Uale,  3  Ves.  696, 
5  Ves.  308  ;  Ihtle  v.  Hamilton,  5 
Hare,  369  ;  Grai/  v.  Smith,  43 
Ch.  D.  208,  211. 

(i/)  Above,  pp.  496  sq. 

(z)  Case  of  Sti  ton\  Hos^jital,  10 
Eep.  23,  "29b— 31a  ;  1  Black. 
Comm.  4  75  ;  Coh-henttr  v.  Loirten, 
1  V.  &  B.  226,  246 ;  Blackburn,  J., 
Miche  V.  Ashburi/,  4'('-  t'o.,  L.  R. 
9  Ex.  224,  263  ;  and  .see  Co.  Litt. 
2a,  2b,  13b,  94b, 44a, 2o0a,  300b, 
301a,  32.5b.  It  should  be  noted, 
however,  that,  before  the  Wills 
Act,  1837,  a  devise  of  land  to  or 
in  trust  for  a  corporation  was 
invalid,  unless  the  corporation 
were  empowered  by  statute  to 
take  land  by  devise  ;  for  the  old 
.statutes  authorising  the  aliena- 
tion of  fee  simple  estates  by  w  ill 
did  not  permit  of  the  devise  of 
land  in  favour  of  a  corporation  ; 
stats.  32  Hen.  VIII.  c.  1  ;  34  &  35 
Hen.  VIII.  c.  5,  s.  4  ;  1  Jarm. 
Wills,  65—67,  4th  ed. 

[a,  Stat.  51  &  52  Vict.  c.  42,8.  1. 


(h)  Stats.  7  Edw.  I.  St.  2  ;  13 
Edw.  I.  c.  32  ;  18  Eiw.  III.  st.  3, 
0.  3  ;   15  Ric.  It.  c.  5. 

(r)  Here  including  tenements 
and  hereditaments,  corporeal  or 
incorporeal,  of  any  tenure  ;  see 
stat.  5i  &  55  Vict.  o.  73,  s.  3, 
replacing  51  &  52  Vict.  c.  42, 
s.  10  (iii)  ;  above,  p.  398.  It 
appears  that  the  old  Statutes  of 
Mortmain  did  not  prevent  a  cor- 
poration from  taking  a  lease  of 
lands  for  a  term  of  years  (unless 
fro  limited  as  to  be  in  effect  per- 
petual) or  from  taking  any  interest 
in  lands,  which  would  not  be  per- 
petual ;  see  Vin.  Abr.  Mortmain 
(B.  20—22)  ;  J>:-ii(s  Coll.  v.  Gibbx, 
1  Y.  &  C.  145,  147,  148  ;  T'iffers 
V.  J)ea)i  of  St.  P.iiirs,  18  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  97,  103  ;  TuJor.  Charitable 
Trusts,  382,  3rd  ed.  As  the 
Mortmain  Act  of  1888  is  a  con- 
solidation Act,  these  cases  appear 
to  be  authorities  upon  its  con- 
struction ;  above,  p.  402,  and 
n.  (?). 
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tion  ill  mortmain,  otherwise  than  under  tlie  authority 

of  a  rojal  licence  or  a  statute,  is  a  cause  of  forfeiture  to 

the  lord  of  the  fee ;  or  if  he  fail  to  enter  within  a  year, 

to  his  superior  lord  {d)  ;  and  in  default  of  entry  thereon 

by  any  mesne  lord,  to  the  Crown  {e).     It  follows  that  a 

corporation,   although    it   may  purchase   lands,   cannot 

retain  them  without  being  especially  enabled  to  hold 

lands  either  by  a  licence  from  the  Crown  (A),  rr  l\v  an 

Act  of  Parliament  {(j).     This  applies  to  land  assured  to  Mortgage  of 

a  corporation  by  way  of  mortgage  as  well  as  for  its  own  cor*^oration 

use  absolutely  (//).     And   lands  vested   in  trustees  on  Assurance  of 

trust  for  a  corporation,  or  otherwise  assui-ed  to  a  cor-  ^?'^^  ^°  *''"^* 

7  ,  ,  ,       .  for  a  corpora- 

poration  m  equity,  without  the  authority  of  such  licence  tion. 

or  statute,  are  equally  liable  to  forfeiture  with  those  in 
which  the  corporation  has  taken  a  conveyance  of  the 
legal  estate  (/').  The  instances  in  which  corporations 
are  empowered  by  statute  to  hold  land  without  a  licence 
in  mortmain  are  too  numerous  to  be  particularly  men- 
tioned in  a  work  like  the  present.  Some  particular 
corporations  are  authorised  by  Act  of  Parliament  to 
hold  lands  without  any  restriction ;  others  are  allowed 


{d)    Any    superior    lord    must  10,  n.  (c).     By  stat.  33  &  34  Vict, 

enter  within  six  months  after  his  c.  31,  corporations  in  the  United 

inferior's  right  of  entry  has  ex-  Kingdom  holding  moneys  in  trust 

pired.  for  any  public  or  charitable  pur- 

{e)  Under  the  old  Statutes  of  pose  may  invest  such  moneys  on 

Mortmain  the  Crown  could  not  any  real  security  authorised  by 

enter  for  such  a  forfeiture  until  or  consistent  with  the  trust  with- 

after     office     found  ;     3     Black.  out    incurring  any  forfeiture   of 

Comm.  258,  239  ;  Doe  v.  Redfern,  the  lands  so  taken  in  mortgage  ; 

12  East,   96,  114  ;   Doe  v.  Hvans,  above,  p.  401,  n.  (/). 

5  B.  &  C.  587,  n. ;  but  the  neces-  (j)  The  Mortmain  Act  of  1888 
sity  of  an  inquest  of  office  as  a  expressly  prohibits  the  assurance 
condition  precedent  to  the  exer-  of  land  to  or  for  the  benefit  of,  and 
cise  of  a  right  of  re-entry  by  the  the  acquisition  of  land  by  or  on 
Crown  was  abolished  by  stat.  22  behalf  of  ,  a  corporation  into  Mort- 

6  23  Vict.  c.  21,  s.  25.  main,  except  under  the  authority 
(/)  Stat.  51  &  52  Vict.  c.  42,  of   a  royal    licence   or    statute  ; 

s.   2,  replacing  7  &  8  Will.  III.  stat.  51  &  52  Vict.  c.  42,  s.  1  (1) ; 

c.  37  :  see  Co.  Litt.  2b,  99a,  and  and  see  stat.  15  Ric.   II.  c.   5 

n.  (1)  ;  2  Black.  Comm.  268  sq.  ;  repealed    by  the   Act   of    1888  ; 

Wms.  Real  Prop.  76,  19th  ed.  Shep.  Touch.  509  ;  1  Sand.  Uses, 

(/7)  Sug.  V.  &  P.  685.  339,  note  (<■),  4th  ed.  ;  Lewin  on 

{h)  See  Shelford  on  Mortmain,  Trusts,  40,  85,  6th  ed. 
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Companies 
iueorporated 
iinder  the 
Companies 
Act,  1862. 


Corporation 

cannot  stand 
seised  to 
another's  use, 
but  may  hold 
on  trust. 


Gifts  to  a 
corporation 
and  another 
jointly. 


to  hold  lands  not  exceeding  a  certain  annual  value. 
And  in  other  cases  the  alienation  of  land,  or  of  a  limited 
quantity  of  land,  into  mortmain  is  permitted  for  par- 
ticular purposes,  which  are  charitable  or  for  the  public 
use  or  benefit  (/r)-  The  most  important  statutory  ex- 
ception to  the  general  law  prohibiting  a  corporation 
from  retaining  land  is  that  of  joint-stock  companies 
incorporated  under  the  Companies  Act,  18G-2  (l).  This 
Act  expressly  empowers  every  such  company  to  hold 
lands  {ni)  :  but  provides  that  no  company  formed  for 
the  purpose  of  promoting  art,  science,  religion,  charity 
or  any  other  like  object,  not  involving  the  acquisition 
of  o-ain  by  the  company  or  the  individual  members 
thereof,  shall,  without  the  sanction  of  the  Board  of 
Trade,  hold  more  than  two  acres  of  land  {ii). 

It  may  be  noted  here,  with  respect  to  the  assurance 
of  land  to  a  corporation,  that  under  the  old  doctrine  of 
uses  a  corporation,  having  no  conscience,  could  not 
stand  seised  of  land  to  another  person's  use  (o).  It 
follows  that,  where  a  freehold  estate  is  conveyed  to  a 
corporation  to  the  use  of  or  upon  trust  for  another,  the 
use  will  not  be  executed  by  the  Statute  of  Uses  (p), 
but  the  legal  estate  will  remain  in  the  corporation  {q). 
As,  however,  a  trust  may  be  enforced  against  a  corpora- 
tion under  the  modern  rules  of  equity  (/•),  the  corpora- 
tion will  in  such  case  hold  the  legal  estate  on  trust  for 
the  other.  An  Act  of  1899  (s)  enables  a  corporation 
and  another  to  acquire  and  hold  any  property  in  joint 


{k)  See  Index  to  Statutes, 
Mortmain,  2,  3  ;  Shelford  on 
Mortmain,  27,  42  sq.  ;  Tudor's 
Charitable  Trusts,  429,  3rd  ed.  ; 
above,  pp.  400,  n.  {i),  401,  n.  {/). 

(/)  Stat.  25  k  26  Vict.  c.  8!'. 

(m)  Sect.  18. 

(w)  Sect.  20,  also  authorising 
the  Board  of  Trade,  by  licence 
under  the  hand  of  one  of  their 
Principal  or  Assistant  Secretaries 
to  empower  any  such  company  to 


hold  lands  in  such  quantities  and 
subject  to  such  conditions  as  they 
think  fit. 

(o)  I  Rep.  r22a  ;  I  Sand.  Uses, 
59. 

{p)  Stat.  27  Hen.  VIIT.  c.  10. 

((/)  Sugd.  n.  to  Gilb.  Uses,  7, 
8,  3rd  ed. 

(r)  Lewin  on  Trusts,  30,  6th 
and  10th  ed. 

(.s)  Stat.  62  &  63  Vict.  c.  20, 
passed  9th  Aug.  1899. 
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tenancy.     Before  this  Act,  a  gift  to  a  corporation  and 
anotlier  person  jointly  made  them  tenants  in  common  (/). 

AVitli  respect  to  the  capacity  of  corporations  to  alienate  Alienation  of 
their  lands,  the  rule  is,  as  we  have  seen  {n),  that  every  corporations, 
corporation  existing  as  such  (if  f//e  co/iuiioii  laic  (x)  has 
as   full  capacity  to    dispose  of   its  lauds  as  a  natural 
person  free  from  disahility.     But  corporations  existing 
for  public  or  charitable  purposes  have  in  many  instances 
been   restrained  by  statute    from    disposing   freely    of 
their  lands.     Thus  ecclesiastical  and  eleemosyoary  cor-  Ecclesiastical 
porations  and  colleges  were  restrained  by  statutes  of 
Elizabeth  and  James  I.  from  alienating  their  lands  for 
more  than  twenty-one  years  or  three  lives  (//) ;  and  the 
alienation  of   the  estates  of   ecclesiastical  corporations 
and  colleges  is  now  regulated  by  many  statutes  (s).     So  Crown  lands, 
also  the  alienation  of  Crown  lands  is  now  controlled  by 
statute  (r/).     And  municipal  corporations  subject  to  the  Municipal 
provisions   of   the   Municipal  Corporations  Act,    1882,  ^"^P"*"'^  '°^^- 
may  not  alienate  corporate  land  (excej^t  by  leasing  to  a 
limited   extent)    without   the   approval   of    the    Local 
Grovernment  Board  (i). 

(/)  Co.  liitt.    189,    190a;  Bac.  4  App.  Cas.  324. 
Abr.    Joint    Tenants    (B)  ;    Zair  [z]  See  Index  to  Statutes,  Col- 

O/caranfee,    c^-c.   Soci/.   v.    Bank  of  leges  (2),  Coiporation  (2),    Eoule- 

Eii'jland,  24  Q.  B.  D.  40G,  411.  siastical   Commission    (3),    Lease 

(it)  Above,  p.  852,  and  n.  (r)  ;  (3) ;  Davidson,  Free.  Conv.  vol.  2, 

1  Prest.  Abst.  272,  2nd  ed.  pt.  1,  p.  460,  n.,  4th  ed.  ;  1  Key  & 

[x)  It  should  be  noted  that  one  Elph.  Free.  Conv.  592, 719,  7th  ed. 
methoi  of  creating  a  corporation  {a)  See  Index  to  Statutes, 
.at  common  law  is  by  Act  of  Crown  Lands  and  Land  Re- 
Parliament  ;  10  Rep.  29b  ;  I  venues  ;  Wms.  Real  Prop.  56, 
Black.  Coirm.  473.  But  a  dis-  n.  (/),  19th  ed. 
tiuction  must  be  carefully  drawn  (b)  Stats.  45  &  46  Vict.  c.  50, 
between  corporations  created  by  ss.  6,  108,  109,  amended  by  51  & 
Act  of  Parliament  with  the  nature  52  Vict.  c.  41,  s.  72  (sees.  100), 
and  qualities  of  a  corporation  at  and  replacing  5  &  6  Will.  IV. 
common  law  and  those  created  c.  76,  ss.  94,  96  ;  6  &  7  Will.  IV. 
bystatutefor  particular  purposes;  c.  104,  s.  2  ;  Bavin  v.  Leicedcr 
see  Bowen,  L.  J.,  Wenlock  v.  Corp.,  1894,  2  Gh.  208.  Before 
River  Dee  Co.,  36  Ch.  D.  675,  the  commencement  of  the  Local 
685,  n.  ;  below,  p.  856.  Government  Act,   1888,  stat.  51 

(;/)  See    Co.    Litt.    43a,    44a  ;  &  52  Vict.  c.  41,  s.  72,  this  ap- 

Magdalen    College   case,    1 1    Rep.  proval  had   to  be  given  by  the 

66b  ;  Magdalen  Hot-pital  v.  Knottn,  Treasury. 
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Corporations 
created  by- 
statute  for 
particular 
purposes. 


Railway 
companies. 


River  naviga- 
tion company. 


Companies 
incorporated 
under  the 
Companies 
Act,  1862. 


Corporations  created  by  statute  for  particular  pur- 
poses stand  on  a  different  footing  from  corporations 
existing  at  the  common  law,  and  may  not  dispose  of 
their  corporate  property  in  any  manner  which  is  extra- 
neous to  the  purposes  for  which  the  corporation  was 
created  (c).  Thus  railway  companies,  having  the  usual 
powers  under  their  special  Act  to  take  and  use  land  for 
the  purpose  of  the  railways  and  works,  cannot  alienate 
their  land,  or  any  estate  or  interest  therein,  otherwise 
than  for  the  purposes  of  the  Act  {d)  ;  excepting  only 
such  land  as  they  may  dispose  of  as  being  superfluous 
land  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  1845  (e),  or  as  having 
been  taken  for  extraordinary  purposes  under  the  Hail- 
way  Clauses  Act,  1845  {/).  On  the  same  principle, 
where  a  company,  which  was  incorporated  for  the  navi- 
gation of  a  river  by  a  statute  silent  as  to  any  borrowing 
powers,  and  which  had  been  empowered  by  a  subse- 
quent Act  to  borrow  up  to  a  limited  amount  upon 
mortgage  of  its  lands,  borrowed  in  excess  of  the  limit 
and  purported  to  charge  its  lands  with  the  repayment 
of  the  money  so  borrowed,  the  charge  was  held  to  be 
void  {g).  So  also  companies  incorporated  under  the 
Companies  Act,  18G2  {//),  are  not  at  liberty  to  dispose 
of  their  property  in  any  manner  which  is  inconsistent 


(c)  Easfern  Counties  Mi).  Co.  v. 
Haukes,  5  H.  L.  C.  331,  345— 
348  ;  Aahbunj,  ^-c.  Co.  v.  Riche, 
L.  R.  7  H.  L.  653;  A.-G.  v. 
Great  Eastern  Ry.  Co.,  5  App.  Cas. 
473,  478,  481,  486;  Wenlock  v. 
River  Dee  Co.,  36  Ch.  D.  675, 
685,  n.,  10  App.  Cas.  354,  359— 
363. 

(d)  MitUiner  v.  Midland Rif.  Co., 
11  Ch.  D.  611;  Re  Metropolitan 
District  Ry.  Co.  and  Cosh,  13  Ch. 
D.  607  ;  Hohbs  v.  Midland  Ry.  Co., 
20  Ch.  D.  418  ;  Re  Gonty  and 
Manchester,  #c.  Ry.  Co.,  1896,  2 
Q.  B.  439,  447,  449,  460.  But  a 
stranger  may  by  adverse  posses- 
sion obtain  a  good  title  under  the 


Statute  of  Limitations  as  against 
such  a  company  ;  Midland  Ry. 
Co.  V.  JFriyht,  1901,  1  Ch.  738. 

(f-)  Stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  18, 
ss.  127  sq.  As  to  such  sales,  see 
London  and  South  U^estern  Ry.  Co. 
V.  Gomm,  20  Ch.  D.  562  ;  Re 
Thackicray  and  louny's  Contract, 
40  Ch.  D.  34. 

(/)  Stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  20, 
s.  45  ;  Mulliner  v.  Midland  Ry. 
Co.,  11  Ch.  D.  611,  621. 

iy)  Wenlock  v.  River  Dee  Co., 
10  App.  Cas.  351;  Wenlock  v. 
Rirer  Dee  Co.,  36  Ch.  D.  674,  38 
Ch.  D.  534. 

(/*)  Ashbury,  ^-c.  Co.  v.  Riche, 
L.  R.  7  H.  L.  653. 
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with  their  objects  as  defined  in  their  memorandum  of 
association  (/).      If  therefore  such  a  company  convey 
away  its  land  by  way  of  sale,  mortgage,  or  otherwise, 
the  conveyance  is  valid  if  the  transaction  were  expressly 
or  impliedly  authorised  by  its  memorandum  of  asso- 
ciation (k)  :  but  if  not,  the  assurance  is  void.     It  may  Trading 
be  remarked  that  a  trading  company  is  by  necessary  ggnfraUy 
implication   empowered   to   raise   money  by  the   sale,  empowered  to 
mortgage  or  pledge  of  its  assets  {k) .     It  should  be  noted  gage  its 
that  where  a  statutory  corporation  created  for  particular  P^'op^^'ty. 
purposes  does  any  act,  which  is  void  as  being  ultra  vires, 
the  act  cannot  be  ratified  or  rendered  valid  by  the  assent 
thereto  of  every  individual  corporator  or  shareholder  (/). 
Here  it  may  be  mentioned  that,  if  a  corporation  be 
created  by  statute  for  particular  purposes  with  capacity 
to  hold  land  and  to  contract  debts  in  such  manner  that 
the  land  can  be  taken  in  execution  to  satisfy  the  debts, 
it  may  lawfully  give  a  charge  upon  land  in  favour  of 
a  creditor  to  secure  payment  of  a  pre-existing  debt, 
which  he  might  otherwise  have  enforced  by  suing  the 
corporation  and  taking  the  land  in  execution  (/). 

If  lands  be  vested  in  a  corporation  upon  any  trust.  Lands  held 
its  power  to  dispose  thereof  depends  upon  the  general  tionontmst— 
law  regulating    the    alienation    of    property  held   in 
trust  (;;?)•     -A-nd  if  a  corporation  hold  land  upon  any  or  for 
charitable    trust   or  for   any   charitable    purpose,   the  purposes! 
alienation  thereof  is  subject  to  the  general  law  govern- 
ing the  conveyance  of  charity  lands  {n). 

The  capacity  of  a  corporation  to  contract,  whether  Contracts  by 
with  respect  to  its  property  or  otherwise,  is  determined 

(i)  Ashhimj,  (f-c.   Co.  y.  Eiche  ;       1903,  1  Ch.  169. 
Wenlock    V.    lin-er   Dee    C\k,   ubi  ^^^^^    ^^^^^^   ^^    268   sq.,   and 

^"^[i)  Ee  Patent  File  Co.,  L.  R.  6  ''^^  ??'  ^^S— 499. 
Ch.  83  ;  General  Auction,  ^-c.  Co.  (w)  Above,  pp.  393,  391,  404— 

V.  Smith,  1891,  3  Ch.  432.  409;  A.-G.  v.  National  Epileptic 

{I)    Stag;/  v.  Medtvaij,   S;c.   Co.,  Hospital,  1904,  2  Ch.  252. 

W. IT.  13 
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by  the  same  principles  exactly  as  regulate  its  capacity 
to  dispose  of  its  land  (o) .  If  it  be  a  corporation  at 
common  law,  it  has,  as  a  rule,  the  like  capacity  of 
contracting  as  is  enjoyed  by  any  natural  jperson  free 
from  disability  (p).  If  the  corporation  be  a  common 
law  corporation  controlled  by  statute  (</),  as  in  the 
case  of  ecclesiastical  corporations  and  colleges  and  many 
charitable  corporations,  its  capacity  of  contracting  of 
course  depends  on  the  provisions  of  the  Acts,  which 
have  curtailed  or  regulated  its  powers.  And  if  the 
corporation  were  created  by  statute  for  particular  pur- 
poses, it  is  enabled  to  enter  into  any  contract  consistent 
with  those  purposes  (r)  and  not  exceeding  any  powers 
expressly  conferred  upon  it  (s)  :  but  if  the  corporation 
purport  to  make  any  contract  inconsistent  with  the 
objects  of  its  being  or  in  excess  of  its  express  powers, 
Corporations  the  agreement  will  be  void  (/).  The  capacity  of  any 
on°y  b^in/^^^'  Corporation  to  contract  is  also  qualified  by  the  general 
themselves  by  p^Je  of  law,  that  a  Corporation  can  only  bind  itself  by 
deed  under  its  corporate  seal  {u)  ;  so  that,  as  a  rule,  the 
contract  of  a  corporation  must  be  evidenced  by  deed 
under  its  corporate  seal,  or  must  be  made  by  an  agent 
authorised  under  its  corporate  seal  to  contract  on  its 
Exceptions,      behalf  (a?).     To   this  rule,  however,  there   are   certain 

(o)  Above,  pp.  855—857.  executed  by  natural  persons,  any 

(p)    Above,    p.    852,    n.    (z)  ;  seal    will    do  ;    Bract,    p.    38a  ; 

A.-G.   V.    Neivcastle  -  upon  -  Tyne  Y.  B.   11  Edw.  IV.  4,  pi.  7  ;  21 

Cor;?.,  23  Q.  B.  D.  492,  495,  497,  Edw.    IV.   81,   pi.   30;   10   Rep. 

1892,  A.  C.  568.  30  b;  Perk.   ss.   130—134;  Vin. 

{q)   Above,  p.  855.  Abr.    Edits    (H)  ;   Shep.    Touch. 

(r)  See  General  Auction,  ^-c.  Co.  hi  ;  Bdl  v.  Dun^tervilh,  4  T.  R. 

V.  Smith,  1891,  3  Ch.  432  r   Stagg  313  ;  Natiomd  Prorincial  Bank  of 

\.Medu:ag,i^c.C'o. ,1903,  1  Ch.  169.  England  v.  Jackson,  33  Ch.  D.  1, 

(«)    Wenlock  y.  River  Bee  Co.,  \0  11,    14  ;  Wins.    Real  Prop.    150, 

App.  Cas.  354.  13th  and   19th  ed.  ;    Pollock  on 

{t)  Above,  p.  856,  mi.  [g),  (A).  Contract,  148,  7th  ed.     It  is  sub- 

(k)    Bac.     Abr.     Corporations  mitted  that  the  doubt  expressed 

(E,  3)  ;   1  Black.  Comm.  475.  in   Grant  on  Corporations.  59,  is 

{x)  Ludlow  Corp.  v.  Charlton,  6  not  well  founded.     Every  limited 

M.     &    W.    815  ;    Kiclderminstur  company  incorporated  under  the 

Corp.  V.  Hardu-ick,!^.   R.  9  Ex.  Companies  Act,  1862,  is  required 

13  ;   Oxford  Corp.  v.   Croiv,  1893,  to    have    its   name    engraven   in 

3  Ch.   535.     It   appears  that  in  legible  characters  on  its  seal ;  and 

general,  as  in  the  case  of  deeds  the  use  by  any  director,  manager, 
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exceptions,  both  at  common  law  and  by  statute.     The 

common  law  exceptions  appear  to  stand  on  the  ground 

of  the  necessity  of  the  case,  or  of  convenience  amounting 

to  necessity  (//).     Thus  of  old  time  an  exception  was  Necessary 

allowed   in    matters   of    small    importance    constantly  ™*"ersof 

J-  -J    daily  occur- 

occurring,  as  the   engagement  of  a  domestic  servant,  rence. 

where  to  require  a  deed  would  be  "  greatly  to  obstruct 
the  every-day  ordinary  convenience  of  the  body  cor- 
porate, without  any  adequate  object  "(s).  And  this 
principle  has  been  applied  of  late  years  to  such  an 
important  matter  as  a  contract  by  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion possessed  of  a  graving  dock  for  the  admission  of  a 
ship  to  the  dock  (r/).  On  a  similar  principle  it  has  been  Co-porations 
established  in  modern  times  that,  where  a  corporation  created  for 

,  trading 

has  been  especially  created  for  trading  purposes,  it  may  purposes. 

by  its  agents  enter  into  all  contracts  necessary  for  or 

incidental  to  carrying  on  its  trade  in  the  same  manner 

as  a  natural  jDerson  may ;  and  it  will  be  bound  by 

such  contracts,  although  neither  the  agreement  itself 

nor  the  agent's   authority  be   evidenced   by  deed  (&). 

And  the  weight  of  authority  is  in  favour  of  the  opinion  Corporations 

that  the  principle  of  this  exception  is  not  confined  to  c^^ard "for 

ofiBcer  or  other  person  on  behalf  seal ;  Pollock  on  Contract,    148, 

of  the  company  of  any  seal,  pur-  7th  ed. 

portiug  to  be  a  seal  of  the  com-  (y)    Church  v.  Imperial  Gas,  ^-c. 

pany,  whereon  its  name  is  not  so  Co.,  6  A.  &  E.  846,  861  ;   and  see 

engraven  renders  hirn  liable  to  a  JVellsw.  Kingston-upoH-Hull^'Li.'R. 

penalty  of  bQl.  ;    stat.   25  &  26  10  C.  P.  402. 

Vict.    c.    89,    ss.    41,    42.      Like  (2)    Bac.     Abr.      Corporations 

provisions  are  enacted  with  re-  (E,    3)  ;  Vin.  Abr.   Corporations 

spect    to    societies     incorporated  (K)  ;    Ludlow  Corp.  v.  Charlton,  6 

under   the    Industrial    and   Pro-  M.   &  W.  815,  821  ;  and  see  R. 

vident  Societies  Act,    1893  (stat.  v.  Bigg,  3  P.  W.   419,  423—427, 

56  &  57  Vict.   c.   39,  ss.   12,  21,  438. 

66).      And   under   the    Building  («)  Wellsv.Kingstou-upon-IIuU, 

Societies   Act,    1874,  the  seal  of  L.  R.  10  C.  P.  4u2. 

any   society    incorporated  there-  (A)  Beverley  v.  Lincoln  Gaa,  ^-c. 

under    is    required    to    bear   the  Co.,  6  A.    &   E    829  ;    Church   v. 

registered  name  thereof  ;  stat.  37  Imperial    Gas,    i^-r.    Co.,    ib.    846, 

&   38  Vict.   c.    42,  ss.   9,    16  (10).  861  ;  Ludlotr  v.  Charlton,  6  M.  & 

It  is  thought  that  in    all   these  W.  8 15,  821  ;   Henderson  v.  A/cs- 

cases  the   provisions   enacted  do  tralian,   ^-c.    Xacigatlon  Co.,  5  E. 

not  avoid,  as  against  the  corpo-  &  B.   409  ;   S  itth  of  Ireland  Col- 

ration,    a   deed   executed   on   its  liery  Co.  v.   Waddle,  L.  R.  3  C.  P. 

behalf  under  a  different  kind  of  463,  4  C.  P.  617. 

13  (2) 
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particular 
purposes. 


Statutory- 
exceptions. 


Companies 
regulated  by 
the  Companies 
Clauses  "Act, 
1845. 

Companies 
incorporated 
under  the 
Companies 
Act,  1862. 


the  case  of  trading  corporations,  and  that  any  corpora- 
tion specially  created  for  particular,  though  not  for 
trading  purposes,  may  make  contracts  necessary  for 
effecting  those  purposes  without  seal  (r).  But  no  more 
has  been  actually  decided  than  that  such  a  corporation 
is  bound  b}^  contracts  of  this  kind,  made  without  seal, 
■where  the  contract  has  been  executed  in  its  favour  (rf). 
And  this  exception  does  not  apply  in  cases  where  a 
cor^joration  is  prohibited  by  statute  from  making  a 
contract  otherwise  than  by  deed  (e) .  The  statutory 
exceptions  arise  where  a  corporation  is  authorised  by 
Act  of  Parliament  to  contract  without  deed.  Of  these 
the  most  important  relate  to  contracts  proveable,  as 
between  natural  persons,  by  signed  writing  or  word  of 
mouth  only,  and  made  by  companies  established  by 
special  Act  of  Parliament  incorporating  the  Companies 
Clauses  Act,  1845  (/),  or  companies  incorporated  under 
the  Companies  Act,  1862  (i^). 


(c)  Clarke  v.  Cuchfidd  Unio/i, 
21  L.  J.  Q.  B.  349  ;  Nicholson  v. 
Bradfield  Union,  L.  R.  1  Q.  B. 
620  ;  Lnu-ford  v.  Billericai/,  ifr. 
Council,  1903,  1  K.  B.  772,  784— 
787.  See  Pollock  on  Contract, 
1.52,  157,  7th  ed. 

{d)  See  cases  cited  in  previous 
note.  See  Adler  on  Corporations, 
84—98. 

[e)  Hunt  v.  Wimbledon  Local 
Board,  4  C.  P.  D.  48  ;  Young  v. 
Leamington  Corp.,  8  App.  Cas. 
517. 

(/)  Stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  16. 
By  88.  90,  95,  the  powers  of  con- 
tracting enjoyed  by  such  com- 
panies may  be  exercised  by  the 
directors,  or  by  a  committee  of 
them  entrusted  with  the  exercise 
of  such  powers.  And  by  s.  97, 
the  power  which  may  be  granted 
to  any  such  committee  to  make 
contracts,  as  well  as  the  power  of 
the  directors  to  make  contracts 
on  behalf  of  tlie  company,  may 
lawfully  be  exercised — (1)  with 
respect  to  any  contract  which,  if 


made  between  private  persona, 
would  be  by  law  required  to  be 
in  writing  and  under  seal,  by 
such  committee  or  the  directors 
in  writing  vmder  the  common 
seal  of  the  company  ;  (2)  with 
respect  to  any  contract  which,  if 
made  between  private  persons, 
would  be  by  law  required  to  be 
in  writing,  and  signed  by  the 
parties  to  be  charged  therewith, 
by  such  committee  or  the  directors 
in  writing  signed  by  such  com- 
mittee or  any  two  of  them,  or 
any  two  of  the  directors ;  and 
(3)  with  respect  to  any  contract 
which,  if  made  between  private 
persons,  would  by  law  be  valid 
although  made  by  parol  only  and 
not  reduced  into  writing,  by  such 
committee  or  the  directors  by 
parol  only,  without  writing. 
And  contracts  so  made  on  behalf 
of  the  company  may  be  varied  or 
discharged  in  the  same  manner 
in  which  they  were  made. 

{g)  Stat.    25   &   26  Vict.  c.  89. 
By    the    Companies    Act,    1867 
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It  follows  from  these  principles  that  a  contract  by  a  Contract  by  a 

,•         n        ,1  1  1  p  1       J  I  corporation 

corporation  lor  the  sale  or  purchase  oi  land  must,  as  a  for  sale  or 
rule,  he  made  under  its  corporate  seal  {/i),  or  under  the  purchase  of 
hand  of  its  agent  authorised  under  the  corporate  seal  (h) 
to  contract  on  its  hehrdf  (/).     And  where  the  corporate 
seal  (//)  is  affixed  to  the  written  memorandum  of  the 
contract,  that  is  equivalent  to   the   signature   thereof 
required  b j  the  Statute  of  Frauds  {k) .     It  appears  that,  Trading 
where  the  objects  of  a  corporation  created  for  trading  corporations, 
purposes  include  the  sale  or  purchase  of  land,  contracts 
for  these  purposes  may  be  made  on  its  behalf  without 
seal  (/)  :  but  it  should  be  noted  that  trading  purposes 
do  not,  in  general,  include   the  sale   or   purchase   of 
land  ;  and  it  is  thought  that,  unless  traffic  in  land  were 
comprehended  in  the   objects  of   the   corporation,  the 
case  would  be  governed  by  the  general  rule  (?;?).     In  Corporations 
the  case  of  an  exccutonj  contract  for  the  sale  or  purchase  ^^^^^ted  for 

/  _  _        ^  particular 

of  land  to  be  made  with  a  corporation  specially  created  purposes, 
for  particular  objects,  but  not  for  trading,  it  would  not 
be  safe,  in  the  present  state  of  the  authorities,  to  rely 
upon  a  written  memorandum  not  sealed  on  behalf  of 
the  corporation,  or  signed  by  an  agent  not  authorised 

(stat.  30  &  31  Vict.  c.  131,  s.  37),  private  persons,  would  by  law  be 
contracts  on  behalf  of  any  com-  valid  although  made  by  parol 
pany  so  incorporated  may  be  only,  and  not  reduced  into  writ- 
made  as  follows  : — (1)  Any  con-  ing,  may  be  made  by  parol  on 
tract  which,  if  made  between  behalf  of  the  company  by  any 
private  persons,  would  be  by  law  person  acting-  under  the  express 
required  to  be  in  writing,  and  if  or  implied  authority  of  the  corn- 
made  according  to  English  law  pany.  And  any  contract  so  made 
to  be  under  seal,  may  be  made  on  on  behalf  of  the  company  may 
behalf  of  the  company  in  writing  be  varied  or  discharged  in  the 
under  the  common  seal  of  the  same  manner  in  which  it  was 
company;  (2)  any  contract  which,  made. 

if  made  between  private  persons,  (/;)  See  above,  p.  858,  u.  (.<). 
would  be  by  law  required  to  be  (/)  Klddcnninsttr  Corp.  v.  Hard- 
in writing,  and  signed  by  the  a-ick,  L.  E.  9  Ex.  13  ;  Oxford 
parties  to  bo  charged  therewith,  Corp.  v.  Croiv,  1893,  3  Ch.  ."iSo  ; 
may  be  made  on  behalf  of  the  Sug.  V.  &  P.  145  ;  1  Dart,  V.  k 
company    in   writing    signed   by  P.  '217. 

any    person    acting    xmder    the  {Jc)  Doe  v.  Hogg,  1  B.  &  P.  N, 

express  or  implied  authority  of  R.  30G  ;  Sug.  V.  &  P.  730. 

the  company  :  and  (3)  any  con-  (J)  Above,  p.  859,  and  n.  (i). 

tract    which,    if    made    between  w)  See  above,  pp.  412,  413. 
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under  its  corporate  seal,  even  where  the  oLjects  of 
incorporation  include  the  sale  or  purchase  of  land  (n). 
Companies.  Contracts  for  the  sale  or  purchase  of  land  by  companies 
regulated  by  the  Companies  Clauses  Act,  1845,  or 
incorporated  under  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  may  be 
made  in  the  forms  authorised  by  statute  with  regard  to 
such  companies  respectively  (o)  ;  and  it  is  not  necessary 
that  the  contract  should  be  executed  under  the  corporate 
seal,  or  that  the  company's  agent  to  sign  the  memo- 
randum should  be  authorised  under  that  seal  (p). 


Contracts  not 
binding 
corporations 
at  law  are 
not  enforce- 
able in  equity. 

Doctrine  of 
part  perform- 
ance as  affect- 
ino-  a  corpora- 
tion. 


Where  a  contract  purporting  to  have  been  made  on 
behalf  of  a  corporation  is  void  at  law  for  want  of  a 
deed,  the  agreement  is  not  enforceable  in  equity  on  the 
ground  that  the  corporation  has  had  the  benefit  of  it  (q). 
But  a  corporation  may  be  affected  by  the  equities 
arising  from  the  part  performance  of  a  parol  agreement 
for  the  sale  or  letting  of  land  (r).  And  this  doctrine  is 
applicable,  not  only  in  all  cases  where  the  corporation 
would  have  been  bound  by  the  alleged  contract,  if 
put  into  writing  and  signed  by  its  agent  (.s),  but  also 
as  against  a  corporation  having  the  full  powers  of  a 
corporation  at  common  law  {f)  but  being  subject  to  the 
common  law  rule  {u)  requiring  its  contracts  to  be 
evidenced  by  deed  (.r) .     It  is  thought,  however,  that  the 


(k)  See  above,  p.  860. 

(o)  Above,  p.   8G0,   and   notes 

{/),  iff)- 

{j})  Beer  v.  London  and  Paris 
Hotel  Co.,  L.  R.  20  Eq.  412  ; 
Jones  V.  J'ictoria  Graving  Dock 
Co.,  2  Q.  B.  D.  314. 

{q)  Kirk  \.  Bromley  Union,  2 
Ph.  640  ;  Crampton  v.  Varna  By. 
Co.,  L.  R.  7  Ch.  562,  568  ;  Hunt  v. 
Wimhkdon  Local  Board,  3  C.  P.  D. 
208,  214,  4  C.  P.  D.  48. 

('•)  Above,  p.  11;  TFihon  v. 
West  Hartlepool  Bi/  Co.,  34  Beav. 
187,  2  De  a.  J.  &  S.  475,  492, 
493,    as  to   which   see    JTunf    v. 


Wimbledon  Local  Board,  4  C.  P.  D. 
48,  61,  62. 

(«)  Above,  pp.  859,  860. 

(0  Above,  pp.  S52,  858. 

{ii)  Above,  p.  858. 

(.r)  Crook  v.  Sen  ford  Corp.,  L.  R. 
10  Eq.  678,  6  Ch.  551  ;  Kelly, 
C.  B.,  Kidderminster  Corp.  v. 
Hardwick,  L.  R.  9  Ex.  13,  18  ; 
Melbourne  Banking  Corp.  v. 
Brougham,  4  App.  Cas.  156,  169; 
Fry,  Sp.  Perf.  §§  491,  648  ;  Dart, 
V.  &  P.  236,  103U,  5th  ed.  ;  see 
also  Doe  v.  Taniere,  12  Q.  B.  998, 
1013. 


OF  PERSONAL  INCAPACITY. 


863 


doctrine  of  part  performance  cannot  be  invoked  so  as  to 
bind  a  corporation  to  the  specific  performance  of  any 
agreement  wbicli  is  outside  its  powers  (//),  or  which  it  is 
by  statute  i^rohihitcd  from  making  otherwise  than  by 
deed  {z).  A  corporation,  as  well  as  a  natural  person,  is  Estoppel  as 
subject  to  the  rule  of  estoppel,  both  at  law  and  in  ^^1?'^^^*^^ 
equity,  and  may  be  so  precluded  from  asserting  the 
untruth  of  a  statement  made  under  its  corporate  seal, 
or  of  a  representation  made  within  the  general  scope 
of  their  authority  by  the  words  or  conduct  of  those 
who  are  the  proper  persons  to  manage  its  affairs  (ff). 
A  corporation  may  also  be  affected,  owing  to  the  con- 
duct of  such  persons,  by  the  like  equity  as  arises  against 
a  natural  person,  who  having  good  right  to  eject 
another  from  his  land,  lies  by  without  asserting  his 
title  and  knowingly  suffers  the  other  to  remain  in 
possession  and  lay  out  money  on  buildings  or  improve- 
ments (^) ,  It  is  thought  that,  as  in  the  case  of  the 
equities  arising  from  part  performance,  this  equity  can- 
not be  asserted  against  a  corporation  so  as  to  compel  it 
to  perform  qjecificalhj  any  act  in  excess  of  its  powers  [c). 
But  under  this  head  of  equity  a  corporation  may  be 
ordered  to  pay  compensation  to  the  aggrieved  person, 
notwithstanding  that  it  be  disabled  from  fulfilling  his 
expectations  by  confirming  him  in  his  possession  (d). 

(y)  Above,  p.  858.  K.  B.  712. 

(z)    See    cases     cited,     above,  (*)   Oxford's  case,  1  Ch.  Rep.  1  ; 

p.    cS60,   n.  [e]  ;    Fry,    Sp.    Perf.  Crook  v.   Siaford  Corp.,  L.   R.    6 

6  491  ;  PoUock  on  Contract,  133,  Ch.  551,  554  ;   Crampton  v.   Varna 

7j,lje(j_  Ry.   Co.,  L.   R.   7  Ch.  562,568; 

Hunt  V.    Wimbledon  Local  Board, 

{a)  Re  Bahia  and  San  Fra)icisco  4   C.   P.    D.    48,    62  ■    and  see   2 

Ry.    Co.,   L.    R.    3    Q.    B.    584;  White  &  Tudor,  L. '  C.  Eq.  625, 

IFebb  V.  Heme  Ba>/  Commrs.,  L.  R.  g^h  ed 

5  Q.  B.  642 ;  J^''>^^>>^'"^f  ^-  ^^'^olls  g^^  ^^^^ 

3  App.   Cas.    1004  ;   Shaw  v.  Burt  ^  '                    ^  ' 

Bhilip,  i'C.  Co.,  13  Q.  B.  D.  103;  {d)    Magdahn    College    case,    11 

Balkis    Co.    v.     Tomldnson,    1893,  Rep.    66b;    Oxford's  case,   1    Ch. 

A.  C.  396  ;   and  see  Gvorye  White-  Rep.  1,  6  ;  and  .-ee  Balkis  Co.  v. 

church,    Ld.    v.    Cavanayh,    1902,  rowA:(«.so«,  1893,  A.  C.  396,  407  ; 

A.     C.      117  ;     Ruben    v.     Great  Ruben    v.    Great    Fiiiqall    Consoli- 

Fingnll  Consolidated,  Ld.,  1904,  2  dated,  Ld.,  1904,  2  K.  B.  712. 
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Misrepresen- 
tation by  the 
agent  of  a 
corporation. 


Liability  of  a 
corporation  in 
an  action  of 
deceit  for  its 
agent's  frau- 
dulent misre- 
presentation. 


Misrepresen- 
tation made  to 
a  corporation. 


Where  a  contract  made  with  a  corporation  for  the 
sale  or  purchase  of  land  is  induced  by  the  misrepresen- 
tation of  the  corporation's  agent,  the  rights  of  the  party 
misled  to  rescind  the  contract  or  to  affinn  it  and  claim 
comj)ensation  for  his  loss  are  the  same  as  if  the  agent's 
principal  had  been  a  natural  person,  who  was  himself 
innocent  of  fraud  (^).  A  corporation,  as  well  as  a 
natural  person  innocent  of  fraudulent  intent  (/),  may 
be  made  liable  in  an  action  of  deceit  for  a  false  repre- 
sentation knowingly  or  recklessly  made  by  its  agent 
within  the  general  scope  of  his  authority  {g),  but  not  for 
a  false  representation  fraudulently  made  by  the  agent 
outside  the  scope  of  his  authority  {/i)  or  for  his  own 
private  purposes  (/j.  If  on  a  sale  or  purchase  of  land 
by  a  corporation,  any  misrepresentation,  whether  inno- 
cent or  fraudulent,  be  made  by  the  other  party  to  the 
contract  or  his  agent,  the  corporation  has  exactly  the 
same  rights  as  a  natural  person  would  have  in  similar 
circumstances  (k). 


Points  to  be  It  will  be  secn  from  the  above  (/)  statement  of  the 

"°*^iurance  ^^^  relating  to  corporations  that,  whenever  a  sale,  mort- 

to  or  by  a  gage  or  othcr  assurance  of  land  to,  in  trust  for  or  by  a 

fSTpart^of  corporation  forms  any  part  of  the  title,  which  a  convey- 

a  title. 


{/')  Above,  p.  737,  and  n.  («)  ; 
and  cases  cited  in  note  (ff),  below. 
(/)  Above,  pp.  740,  741. 

(ff)  Barwick  v.  English  Joint 
Stock  Bank,  L.  E.  2  Ex.  259  ; 
Mackay  v.  Commercial  Bank  of 
New  Brunswick,  L.  R.  5  P.  C. 
394 ;  Sicire  v.  Francis,  3  App. 
Cas.  106  ;  Eoulclsworth  v.  City  of 
Glasgow  Bank,  5  App.  Cas.  317  ; 
Citizens''  Life  Assurance  Co.  v. 
Broun,  1904,  A.  C.  423,  426,  428. 
See  Western  Bank  of  Scotland  v. 
Addie,  L.  R.  1  Sc.  App.  145,  166, 
167  ;  Pollock  on  Torts,  293,  5th 
ed. 

{h)  See  Barnett  v.  South  London 


Tramumys  Co.,  18  Q.  B.  D.  815; 
George  IFhitechurch,  Ld.  v.  Cava- 
nagh,  1902,  A.  C.  117,  where  the 
decision  was  that  a  limited  com- 
pany is  not  estopped  from  denying 
the  truth  of  a  false  statement 
fraudulently  made  by  its  agent 
outside  the  scope  of  his  authority ; 
above,  p.  863. 

(i)  British  MiifKal  Banking  Co. 
V.  Charnwood  Forest  By.  Co.,  18 
Q.  B.  D.  714  ;  and  see  Ruben  v. 
Great  Fingall  Consolidated,  Ld., 
1904,  2K.  B.  712 

(/.•)  Pollock  on  Contract,  120, 
7  th  ed. 

{!)  Pp.  852  sq. 
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ancer  is  investigating  on  behalf  of  an  intending  pur- 
chaser or  mortgagee,  he  must  direct  his  attention  to  the 
following  points: — In  the  first  place,  he  must  satisfy 
himself  that  there  is,  or  was  at  the  date  of  the  assurance, 
such  a  corporation  as  stated  in  the  abstract;  and  for 
this  purpose  he  should  require  evidence  of  the  incor- 
poration, unless  the  existence  of  the  corporation  be 
sufficiently  notorious  to  enable  him  to  dispense  with 
proof.  Then  he  must  ascertain  whether  the  corporation 
were  empowered  by  license  in  mortmain  or  otherwise  to 
hold  land  (di)  ;  and  if  the  corporation  were  only  invested 
with  a  limited  power  of  holding  lands  {»),  he  must 
require  evidence  that  in  holding  the  land  in  question  it 
did  not  exceed  its  powers.  With  regard  to  the  assurance 
of  land  by  a  corporation,  it  must  be  considered  whether 
the  assuror  were  a  corporation  at  common  law  and  un- 
restricted by  statute,  a  corporation  at  common  law  but 
controlled  by  statute,  or  a  corporation  created  by  or 
under  some  Act  of  Parliament  for  particular  purposes  (o) . 
In  the  case  of  a  lay  corporation  at  common  law  (^^),  it  Restriction  on 
appears  that,  if  it  were  created  by  royal  charter  with  a^cOT^o°"t;on 
power  to  hold  lands,  the  power  of  alienation  is  incident  exiu-esseilin 
to  its  ownership,  and  any  clause  in  the  charter  purporting  charter— 
to  restrict  this  power  is  merely  declaratory  of  the  King's 
desire,  and  of  no  effect  in  law  (q) .  But  where  a  cor-  or  in  an  Act 
poration  is  created  by  Act  of  Parliament,  any  restriction  ^  '^^  lameu  . 
thereby  placed  upon  its  powers  of  alienation  is  perfectly 
valid,  notwithstanding  that  the  restriction  would  be  void 
as  repugnant  to  ownership  or  as  contravening  the  rule 
against  perpetuities  if  annexed  to  a  conveyance  of  land 
made  between  natural  persons  (r),  and  although  the 
corporation  be  in  other  respects  a  corporation  at  common 


(m)  Above,  p.  853.  (q)    Sutton^s    Hospital  case,    10 

(«)  Above,  pp.  853,  854.  ^^P-  1.  H.  30b. 

,  -    .,  o'-     or-T  (''■)  See  Manchester  Ship   Canal 

(o)  Above,  pp.  800-857.  ^^^  ;_  Manchester  Racecourse  Co., 

(p)  Above,  pp.  852,  855.  1900,  2  Ch.  352,  1901.  2  Ch.  37. 
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law  (.s) .  If  the  corporation  in  question  be  a  common 
law  corporation  controlled  by  statute,  as  ecclesiastical 
corjDorations  are,  or  be  a  corj)oration  created  by  or  under 
the  authority  of  an  Act  of  Parliament  for  particular 
purposes,  such  as  a  railway  company  incorporated  by 
sj^ecial  Act  of  Parliament  or  a  company  incorporated 
under  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  then  the  conveyancer 
must  satisfy  himself  that  the  assurance  was  not  outside 
the  corporation's  powers  (/).  If  this  point  is  to  be 
determined  by  the  construction  of  some  public  statute, 
he  must  of  course  obtain  a  copy  of  it  for  himself  («)  : 
but  if  the  corporation  were  created  by  private  Act  of 
Parliament  or  under  the  Companies  Acts,  he  should 
require  the  opposite  party  to  furnish  him  with  a  copy 
of  the  Act  or  of  the  memorandum  and  articles  of 
association  of  the  company,  as  the  case  may  be,  in 
evidence  of  the  powers  which  the  corporation  may  law- 
Execution  by  fully  exercise  (x).  If  the  abstracted  assurance  were  not 
beyond  the  corporation's  powers,  the  conveyancer  must 
then  consider  whether  the  same  purports  to  have  been 
executed  in  such  manner  as  would  bind  the  corporation. 
For  this  purpose  he  must  ascertain  whether  by  the 
constitution  of  the  corporation,  as  contained  in  the 
charter  or  statute  of  incorporation,  or  in  the  case  of  a 
company,  in  the  deed  of  settlement  (i/)  or  the  memo- 
randum and  articles  of  association  (s),  any  particular 
formalities  are  necessary  to  the  validity  of  a  corporate 
act  or  are  required  to  be  observed  in  affixing  the 
corporate  seal;  and  if  they  be,  he  must  see  that  the 


a  corporation 
of  an  assu- 
rance aliena- 
ting corporate 
property. 


{■")  Above,  p.  855  and  n.  (.r). 

(/)  Above,  pp.  855—857. 

[u)  See  above,  p.  117. 

(.t)  It  is  thought  that  these 
documents  would  be  evidence  in 
proof  of  the  abstract,  and  not 
pHrt  of  the  abstract  itself  ;  so 
that  the  purchaser  would  have  to 
pay  the  expense  of  producing 
them,  if  not  in  the  vendor's  pos- 
segsion  ;    see  above,  pp.   28,  37. 


86,   and  n.  (x),  95,   96,   99,    100, 

108. 

{>/)  This  refers  to  companies 
incorporated  under  the  Joint 
Stock  Companies  Acts  of  1844, 
Stat.  7  k  8  Vict.  cc.  110,  113, 
repealed  by  the  Companies  Act, 
186-2  ;  see  Wms.  Pers.  Prop.  285, 
289, 290,  loth  ed. 

(z)  Above,  pp.  856,  857. 
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assurance  purports  to  liavo  been  executed  in  compliance 
therewith  (a). 

According   to  the   general  law,  the  resolution  of  a  What  is 
majority  of  the  corporators  present  at  a  duly  convened  effecTa^ 
ineetinff  of  the  corporation  is  necessary  to  enable  the  corporate  act 
^.         ,  p  .  .  1   -L  ^y^  common 

corporation  to  periorni  a  corporate  act :  and  it  appears  law  corpora- 

that  the  corporate  seal  ought  to  be  affixed  at  a  corporate  ^^°^' 
meeting  to  any  deed  so  resolved  to  be  executed  (b)  :  but 
no  other  formalities  are  prescribed  for  the  sealing  of  a 
corporate  deed  (c).  "Where  a  corporation  is  governed 
by  the  general  law  alone,  and  an  assurance  by  it  has 
the  corporate  seal  affixed  thereto,  and  there  is  an  attes- 
tation clause  in  a  general  form  (d)  to  the  efPect  that 
the  corporation  has  affixed  its  common  seal  thereto,  then 
it  appears  that,  according  to  the  regular  practice  of 
conveyancers  on  a  sale  (e),  it  will  be  presumed  that  the 
corporate  seal  was  duly  and  properly  affixed  thereto, 
and  evidence  will  not  be  required  that  the  seal  was 
affixed  at  a  duly  constituted  meeting  of  the  corporators 
or  in  pursuance  of  a  resolution  passed  by  a  majority  of 
those  assembled  at  such  a  meetiog.  For  where  one 
claims  as  a  purchaser  for  value  and  in  good  faith,  with- 
out notice  of  any  irregularity,  under  a  deed  of  convey- 
ance or  contract  executed  under  the  common  seal  of  a 
corporation,  and  the  transaction  effected  by  the  deed  is 
within  the  powers  of  the  corporation,  and  it  appears 
upon  the  face  of  the  deed  that  the  particular  formali- 
ties (if  any)  prescribed  by  the  constitution  of  the  cor- 
poration for  affixing  the  corporate  seal  have  been  duly 
observed,  he  may  infer  and  need  not  ask  for  proof  that 
all  acts  of  internal  management  necessary  to  bind  the 

(a)  See  U' Are;/  v.    Tamar,  ^-c.  160,  165,  166. 

Ey.   Co.,  L.  R.   2  Ex.    158  ;  and  (e)    Jie  Banied''s  Banking    Co., 

cases  cited  below,  p.  868,  n.  (/).  L.  R.  3  Ch.  105,  116. 

(6)     Bac.     Abr.     Coiporaticns  {d)  Cf.  above,  pp.  306,  307,  and 

(E,  7)  ;  Mayor,  ^-c.  of  the  Staple  n.  [y). 

V.  Bank  of  EnqJnnd,  21    Q.  B.  D.  (e)  Above,  p.  97. 
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corporation  to  the  transaction  in  question  (such  as  the 
proper  convening  of  a  meeting  or  the  passing  of  a 
resolution  by  the  requisite  majority)  have  been  duly 
performed ;  and  the  corporation  will  be  estopped  from 
alleging,  as  against  him,  that  in  consequence  of  some 
such  irregularity  of  internal  management  it  is  not 
bound  by  the  deed  (./).  If,  however,  anything  should 
appear  in  the  body  or  the  attestation  clause  of  the 
deed,  which  is  inconsistent  with  or  raises  a  doubt 
concerning  the  rightful  execution  thereof  as  a  corporate 
act  [(j),  an  explanation  should  be  asked  for,  and  if 
necessary,  strict  proof  that  the  deed  was  duly  executed 
should  be  required  {h).  Thus  it  is  thought  that,  where 
the  deed  of  corporation  is  executed  with  a  general 
attestation  clause  (?')  but  under  a  plain  seal  and  not  the 
corporate  seal  (/.),  that  circumstance  would  justify  the 
conveyancer  in  demanding  proof  of  its  execution. 


"Uniere  some 
formality  is 
required  by 
the  constitu- 
tion of  the 
corporation. 


Where  the  constitution  (l)  of  a  corporation  requires 
that  some  special  formality  shall  be  observed  in  affixing 
the  corporate  seal  to  any  instrument,  then  no  instru- 
ment sealed  with  the  corporate  seal  can  be  accepted 
by  the  conveyancer  advising  on  title  as  a  proper 
corporate  act,  unless  it  appear  on  the  face  of  the  deed 
that  every  such  formality  has  been  complied  with. 
Thus  if  the  deed  of  settlement  or  articles  of  association 
of  a  company  provide  that  the  corporate  seal  must  be 
affixed  to  any  instrument  intended  to  bind  the  com- 


(/)  Clarke  V.  Imperial  Gas,  S;c. 
Co.,  4  B.  &  Ad.  315,  325,  326; 
Royal  British  Bank  v.  Turquand, 

6  E.  &  B.  327,  332  ;  Jgar  v. 
Athenceum,  ^c.  Socy.,  3  C.  B.  N.  S. 
725  ;  lie  Athenarim,  %c.  Socy., 
Exptc.  Eagle,  ^c.  Co.,  4  K.  &  J. 
549,  561  ;  Me  Cotndy  Life  Assur- 
ance Co..  L.  E.  5  Ch.  '288  ;  Mahony 
V.  East  Holy  ford  Mining  Co.,  L.  R. 

7  H.  L.  869,  893,  894  ;  County  of 
f^ilfmrestrr  Bank  V.  Jtudry,  <$-c.  Co.. 


1895,  1  Ch.  629  ;  London  Freehold, 
^•c.  Co.  V.  Siiffield,  1897,  2  Ch. 
608  ;  Re  Bank  of  Syria,  1900,  2 
Ch.  272,  278,  1901,  1  Ch.  115, 
121  ;  Duck  V.  Toicer  Galvanizing 
Co.,  1901,  2  K.  B.  314. 

[g)  Above,  p.  807. 

(A)  See  above,  pp.  97—99. 

(i)  Above,  p.  867. 

[k)  Above,  p.  858,  d.  (.r). 

(/)  See  above,  p.  866. 
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pany  in  the  presence  of  two  directors  at  least,  wlio  shall 
sign  the  instrument,  and  that  the  secretary  shall 
countersign  the  same  (;»),  a  deed  not  executed  in  con- 
formity with  these  requirements  is  of  no  effect  in  law 
to  bind  the  company  ;  and  objection  must  be  taken  to 
it  accordingly.  If,  however,  it  appear  from  the  attes- 
tation clause  and  otherwise  on  the  face  of  the  instru- 
ment that  it  has  been  sealed  and  signed  in  accordance 
with  these  conditions,  it  may  be  accepted  as  regularly 
executed,  and  inquiry  need  not  be  made  nor  proof 
required  whether  the  persons  who  have  signed  the  deed 
as  directors  and  secretary  were  duly  appointed  to  their 
offices  (»). 

In  the  case  of  building  societies  incorporated  under  incorporated 
the  Building  Societies  Act,  1874  (o),  the  constitution  of  ^„^jS. 
the  corporation  is  contained  partly  in  the  Building 
Societies  Acts  (o)  and  partly  in  the  registered  rules, 
which  must  contain  provision  for  the  device,  custody 
and  use  of  the  seal  of  the  society  (j;).  And  the  seal 
must  in  all  cases  bear  the  registered  name  of  the 
society  (p).  Conveyancers  advising  on  title  must  there- 
fore see  that  any  assm-ance  by  such  a  society  purports 
to  have  been  executed  as  required  by  the  rules.    Societies  Industrial 

T-T         -1  in        •ji-C"       ^^^  provident 

incorporated  under  the  Industrial  and  i'roviclent  hocie-  societies. 
ties  Acts  are  regulated  by  similar  provisions  {q). 

It  must  not  be  forgotten  that  the  deed  of  a  corpora-  Forgery  of 

,1  1    •  I    ^  j_i       •  •         the  deed  of  a 

tion  may  be  forged,  even  though  it  bear  the  impression  corporation. 
of  the  real  corporate  seal,  and  notwithstanding  that 
such  seal  were  affixed  thereto  (but  without  authority) 

(m)  See  Palmer,  Company  Pre-  (p)  Stat.  37  &  38  Vict.  c.  42, 

cedents,  i.  639,  9th  ed.  s.  16  (10).     See  Encyclopaedia  of 

(w)    See     cases     cited     above,  Forms,  iii.  i,  9,  10,  19. 
p   868   n    (/).  (?)  Seestat.  56  &57  Vict.  c.  39, 

'  (o)  Stat.    37  &  38  Vict.   c.   42,  ss.  10,  21,  36,  37,  and  Sched.   II. 

amended  by  38   &   39  Vict.  c.   9  ;  No.  11,  CDnsolidating  the  provi- 

40  &41  Vict.  c.  C3;  47  &  48  Vict.  sions  of   repealed  Acts  of  1862, 

c.  41  ;  and  57  &  58  Vict.  c.  47.  1867,  1871,  and  1876. 
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by  the  person  entrusted  with  its  custody  (r).  An  in- 
strument so  forged  has  no  more  effect  than  a  deed 
forged  in  the  name  of  a  natural  person  (s). 

Dissolution  of  It  is  asserted  in  Coke  upon  Littleton  (f)  that,  upon 
a  corporation.  ^^^  dissolution  of  a  corporation,  any  lands,  of  which  it 
was  seised  in  fee  simple,  do  not  escheat  to  the  lord  of 
the  fee,  but  revert  to  the  grantor  or  his  representatives  ; 
for  that  on  the  grant  of  lands  to  a  corporation  {ii)  there 
is  a  condition  implied  in  law  that,  if  the  corporation 
cease  to  exist,  the  grantor  or  his  heirs  may  re-enter. 
And  this  proposition  has  been  accepted  without  question 
by  many  eminent  judges,  text-writers  and  convey- 
ancers (t)  .  Mr.  Hargrave,  however,  in  a  note  to  his 
edition  of  Coke  upon  Littleton  (//),  pointed  out  that 
there  are  important  authorities  (s)  to  the  effect  that 
lands  held  in  fee  by  a  corporation  do  escheat,  upon  its 
dissolution,  in  the  same  manner  exactly  as  lands  held 
by  a  natural  person  dying  intestate  and  without  heirs  ; 
and  he  himself  obviously  doubted  the  accuracy  of  Lord 
Coke's  statement.  And  Professor  Gray  of  Harvard,  in 
his  learned  and  original  treatise  upon  the  rule  against 
Perpetuities  {a),  has  entered  into  a  critical  examination 
of  the  point  in  dispute,  and  has  shown  that  the  rule 
alleged  by  Lord  Coke  rests  on  no  certain  warrant  of 

(r)  Bank  of  Ireland  v.  Trustees  Gowu;  9  Mod.    224,  226  ;  Mans- 

of  Evans'   Charities,   5  H.   L.    C.  field,  C.   J.,  Burgess  v.   Wheate,  1 

389  •    Corp.  of  the  Staple  v.  Bank  W.  Bl.   123,  165  ;  Black.   Comm. 

of  England,   21   Q.    B.    D.    160;  i.   484,   ii.   256;    1    Prest.   Abst. 

Euhenv.  Great  Fine/all  ConsoUdated,  272,    2nd.    ed.  ;    Lewis   on    Per- 

Ld     1904    2  K    B    712  petuities,  621  ;   Colchester  Corp.  v. 

il)  Abo've,  p.  754.  Brooke,  7  Q.  B.    339.  384  ;  Grant 

(/)  Co.  Litt.  13b.  pn   Corporations,    303  ;    Challis, 

{u)  It  may  be  noted  that  on  the  R.  P.  199,  2i:jd  ed. 

grant  of  land  to   a   corporation  (y)  Co.  Litt.  13a,  n.  (2). 

aggregate,  they  take  an  estate  in  ,^s  j^j^^^^g.^^  ^   Korivai/,  Winch, 

fee  simple  although  the  land  be  3^  .  g^^^fh^^.^u  ^     ^-„^e,  1   Rolle, 

not  limited  to  them  and  their  stw-  ^^^    g,g  (Escheat,  A,  3)  ;  S.  C, 

eessors,   or  since  the  end  01   the  poph    91 

■year  1881  to  them   in  fee  simple ;  ^ 

Co.  Litt.  9tb.  («)  (Boston,  1886),  §§   44-51  ; 

(ar)  Hardwicke,    C,   A.-G.    v.  pp.  32—37. 
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judicial  decision,  hni  the  weig-lit  of  authurity  is  iu 
favour  of  the  conclusion  that  in  the  event  above  men- 
tioned the  land  -s/ial/  escheat.  The  writer  submits  that 
this  is  the  better  opinion.  It  appears  that,  on  the  dis- 
solution of  a  corporation,  the  Crown  becomes  entitled  to 
all  chattels  real  and  choses  in  possession,  which  belonged 
to  it,  as  bona  caaintia  [b).  The  Crown  in  this  event  also 
succeeds  to  all  choses  in  action  held  in  trust  for  the 
corporation  :  but  it  is  a  question  whether  things  con- 
sisting purely  of  legal  rights  of  action,  such  as  debts, 
do  not  become  extinct  by  the  entire  dissolution  of  the 
party  entitled  to  sue  {c).  It  may  be  remarked  that 
these  points  of  law  are  far  from  academic;  as  com- 
panies incorporated  under  the  Companies  Acts  are 
constantly  dissolved  after  being  wound  up  either  volun- 
tarily or  by  the  Court  (rf). 

The  reader  may  be  reminded  that,  when  a  company  Assurance  of 
is  wound  up  under  the  Companies  Acts,  1862  to  1890,  J^lJ^o^a^^"''^' 
either  voluntarily  or  by  the  Com-t,  the  legal  estate  in  company  in 
its  lands  remains  vested  in  the  company,  and  does  not 
devolve  upon  the  liquidator  (e).      The  liquidator   has 
power    to    sell    all    the    property    of    the    company, 
including  its  lands  (/),  and   he  can   so   transfer   the 
beneficial  interest  therein  to  any  purchaser  {e)  :  but  he 
is  not  authorised   to    convey  the  legal    estate    iu   the 
company's  lands  {e).     If,  therefore,  land  belonging  to  a 
company  in  liquidation  for  any  legal  estate  or  interest 

(b)  EeHipffinson  and  Bean,  1899,  Ch.    557,    560;    lie    Metropolitan 

1  Q.  B.  325  ;  Pnjce-Jonrs  v.  Wil-  Bank  and  Jones,  2  Ch.  D.  366  ; 
Uains,  1902,  2  Ch.  517  ;  Re  General  Re  Ebsirorth  and  Tidi/s  Contract, 
Accident  Assce.  Corp.,  1904,  1  Ch.  42  Ch.  D.  23,  49,  52  ;  Pn/ce-.ToHes 
147;     Re    Taylor's    Trusts,    1904,  y.  WiUiams,  \9Q1,  2  Gh.  bll ;  Re 

2  Ch.  737,  741  ;  Re  Ricltard  Mills  General  Accident  Assce.  Corp., 
iV  Co.,  Ld.,  1905,  W.  N.  36.  1904,   1   Ch.    147;  Re  Niger,   #c 

(f)  ReRigrjiHson  andDean,  1899,  Co.,  1904,  W.  N.  99. 
1  Q.  B.  325,  330—332.  (/)  Stat.  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  89, 

(d)  See  stats.  25  &  26  Vict.  ss.  95,  133  (7),  applying  only  to 
c.  89,  ss.  Ill,  143  ;  43  Vict.  c.  19,  voluntary  liquidation,  but  ex- 
s.  7  ;  63  &  64  Vict.  c.  4S,  s.  26 ;  tended  by  stat.  53  &  54  Vict. 
and  cases  cited  in  the  last  note  c.  63,  s.  12  (2)  to  cases  where  the 
but  one.  company  is  being-  wound  up  by 

(e)  Re  Oriental,  ^-e.  Co.,  L.  R.  9  the  Court. 
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be  sold  by  the  liquidator,  the  company  must  duly 
assure  the  same  to  the  purchaser,  the  liquidator  affixing 
the  company's  seal  to  the  deed,  as  he  is  empowered  to 
do  {g).  A  conveyance  of  such  land  by  the  liquidat(U' 
alone  would  only  pass  the  equitable  estate  therein  {//). 
But  if  the  company's  estate  or  interest  in  the  land 
were  equitable  only,  the  liquidator  alone  could  effec- 
tually assure  the  same;  for  as  we  have  seen  (/),  it  is 
unnecessary  for  an  intermediate  trustee,  who  holds  no 
legal  estate  and  can  have  no  lien  for  his  expenses,  to 
concur  in  a  transfer  of  the  beneficial  interest. 

Uniucorpo-  Lands  belonging  to  unincorporated  societies,  as  are 

la  socie  les.  ^^^^^  clubs,  and  as  were  many  companies  formed  before 
the  passing  of  the  Joint  Stock  Companies  Acts  of 
1844  {1-),  must  of  course  be  vested  at  law  either  in  all 
the  members  jointly,  or  in  trustees  for  them  (/) ;  and 
they  are  usually  vested  in  trustees.  Where  title  is 
made  by  or  through  any  assurance  of  such  lands,  the 
conveyancer  advising  thereon  must  ascertain,  first,  that 
the  legal  estate  has  passed  or  will  pass  as  required.  In 
this  respect,  if  the  land  has  been  vested  in  trustees,  his 
task  will  be  the  same  as  in  the  case  of  assurances  by 
trustees  for  persons  not  professing  to  have  formed 
themselves  into  a  society  (m).  And  if  no  notice  of  the 
trust  should  appear  on  the  abstract,  he  will  only  have 
to  consider  the  matters  arising  on  the  assurance  of 
land  by  joint  tenants,  or  the  survivors  of  them,  appear- 
ing to  be  beneficially  entitled  {)i).     If,  however,  notice 

(y)  Stat.  25   &  26  Vict.  c.  89,  Bank  andJones,  2  Ch.  D.  360. 

ss.  95,  1315  (7) ;  Davidson,  Proc.  (A)  See  cases  cited  in  note  [c], 

Conv.   vol.  ii.   pt.  i.  605,  n.  4th  above. 

ed.  ;   1  Key  &  Elph.  Prec.  Conv.  (<)  Above,  p.  543. 

624    and    n.,     Sth    ed.      Where  [k)  Stats.  7  &   8  Vict.  cc.  110, 

several  liquidators  are  appointed  113;  see  Wms.  Pers.  Prop.  285, 

in   a   voluntary  liquidation,  not  288,  289,  15th  ed. 

less  than  two  of  them  can  act  in  (/)  Co.  Litt.   2a,   oa ;    1  Dart, 

this     respect,    unless     otherwise  V.  &  P.  24,  25. 

determined  at  the  time  of  their  {m)  Above,  pp.  268  sq. 

appointment;  stat.  25  &  26  Vict.  («)  Above,  pp.  204,  224 — 226, 

c.  89,  s.  133  (0)  ;  Re  Metropolitan  245,  249  sq.,  252—256. 
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of  the  trust  for  the  society  appear  in  the  title-deeds  or 
otherwise,  then  (unless  all  the  members,  being  .siii  Juris, 
be  parties  to  and  execute  the  assurance)  the  convey- 
ancer must  consider  whether   the   regulations   of  the 
society  lawfully   enable   the   act   of   alienation   of   its 
property  to  be  performed  by  some  only  of  the  members 
on  behalf   of   all   of  them,  and  if   so,  whether   such 
regulations   have  been   duly  observed.      Thus   in  the  Clubs. 
case  of  a  members'  club,  of  which  the  property  is  vested 
in  trustees,  it  may  have  to  be  considered  (for  example) 
whether  the  committee  or  a  majority  of  the  members 
assembled  at  a  general  meeting  (as  the  case  may  be) 
are  authorised  by  the  constitution  of  the  club,  as  con- 
tained in  the  rules  legally  binding  on  the  members,  to 
dispose  of  the  club  property  (o).     So  in  the  case  of  a  Uiiincorpo- 
company  of  the  older  kind,  not  being  incorporated,  it  companies. 
may  be   necessary  to   ascertain   that   any  regvdations 
empowering  the  directors   to   alienate   the   company's 
property  have  been  strictly  complied  with  (^;).     And  Uniacorpo- 
in  the  case  of  the  alienation  of  land  belonging  to  an  societies.^  ^  ^^ 
old  building  society  regulated  by  the  Building  Societies 
Act,  1836  (q),  or  a  registered  friendly  society  (r),  the  Friendly 
conveyancer  must  satisfy  himself  that  the  rules  of  the  societies, 
society  (as  well  as   the   general   requirements   of   the 
regulating  statutes)  have  been  observed,  or   that  the 
rules  contain  provisions  effectually  relieving  any  pur- 
chaser from  the  society's  trustees  from  the  obligation 
of  making  inquiry  on  this  point  (s) . 

(o)    See   Harlngton   v.    Sendall,  see  Encyclopaedia  of  Forms,  iii. 

1903,    1    Ch.    921  ;    and   see  an  3,  4,  21  sq. 

article  by  the  writer,  criticising  ^^.^  ^j^^  ^^^  relating  to  friendly 

tli:s_  decision     m    the    National  ^^^^.^^^^  j^   ^^^^  consolidated  in 

Review  for  Oct    1903  ;    and  see  ^^^  Friendly  Societies  Act,  1896, 

further    as  to  club  property,  an  .^^^  ^j^^  Collecting  Societies  and 

^y*''^!f«!'^  *^^  '^"*'^''  '"^  ^-  ^-  ^-  Industrial  Assurance  Companies 

^^?'  t  a       -n     TT^    7         ^    r      ■  '       Act,  1896  ;  stats.   59  &  60  Vict. 
[p)  See  Re    Woodn   and  Lewis  I.    „„  ' 

Contract,   1898,    1   Ch.    433,    434,       ^^-  ^^'  ^"• 

2  Ch.  211,  214,  215.  (s)  See  Encyclopaedia  of  Forms, 

{q)  Stat.  6  &  7  WiU.  IV.  c.  32  ;       vi.  15  sq.,  38,  51. 

W. — II.  l-t 
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CHAPTER  XVII. 


OF  RELATIVE  DISABILITY  IN  EQUITY. 


Relative  dis- 
ability in 
equity. 


Ix  the  previous  chapter  we  examined  the  instances  in 
"\\'hich  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  may  he  voidable 
or  void  at  law  on  account  of  the  legal  incapacity  of 
some  party  thereto  to  hind  himself  or  herself  by  such  a 
contract  as  was  purported  to  he  made.  It  is  now 
proposed  to  treat  of  the  cases  where  a  sale  of  land  may 
be  voidable  in  equity  because  one  of  the  parties  stands, 
either  towards  the  other  or  towards  the  beneficial  owners 
of  the  land  or  the  piu-chase  money,  in  some  relation 
imposing  on  him  either  a  conditional  or  an  absolute 
disability  to  take  under  the  contract.  This  kind  of 
relative  disability  is  of  a  different  nature  from  personal 
incapacity,  strictly  so  called :  but  it  may  be  conveniently 
considered,  as  a  ground  for  impeaching  the  vahdity  of 
the  contract,  in  connexion  therewith. 


Three  classes 
of  relative 
disability. 

1.  Where 
there  Ls  a 
confidential 
relation  rais- 
ing the  pre- 
f-umptiou 

of  undue 
influence. 

2.  Where 
there  is  a 
fiduciary 
relation 
between  the 
parties  as 


The  cases  in  which  this  kind  of  disability  may  arise 
may  be  grouped  into  three  classes: — First,  where  there  is 
such  a  confidential  relation  between  the  parties  to  the  sale 
that  the  presumption  of  undue  influence  arises  in  respect 
of  all  contractual  dealings  between  them.  Here  the 
person  occujoying  the  position  of  influence  is  under  a 
conditional  disability  to  take  advantage  of  the  sale. 
Secondly,  where  one  of  the  parties  stands  in  a  fiduciary 
relation  to  the  other  party  to  the  sale  as  regards  the 
particular  property  dealt  with.  Here  also  the  disability 
is  only  conditional.     And  thirdly,  where  one  of   the 
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parties  stands,  not  towards  the  other  party  to  the  sale,  regards  tte 

property 

but  towards  the  beneficial  owners  of  the  land  or  money  dealt  with, 
dealt   with,    in   the    relation    of    agent   executing   an  3.  Where  one 
authority  to  sell  or  purchase  ;  in  which  case  he  is  under  jg  acting 
an  absolute  disability  to  take  under  the  contract,  either  lender  an 

•^      ^  _  ^         '  authority  to 

directly  or  indirectly,  in  the  opposite  capacity  of  pur-  sell  or 

1  T  piu'chase. 

chaser  or  vendor.  ^ 

The  first  of  these  classes  has  been  already  examined  Confidential 
under  the  head  of  Undue  Influence  (a) .  The  reader  mg  the  pre- 
will  remember  that  a  sale  of  land  may  be  voidable  in  u'JSJ- e^nfkf- 
equity  on  the  ground  that  one  of  the  parties  thereto  ence. 
exercised  undue  influence  over  the  other ;  and  that 
undue  influence  may  be  alleged  either  independently  or 
not  of  the  existence  of  a  confidential  relation  between 
the  parties,  which  invested  the  one  with  a  peculiar 
authority  over  the  other  or  imposed  on  him  a  special 
duty  of  advising  the  other.  In  the  former  case  the 
plaintiff  claiming  to  avoid  the  transaction  must  give 
positive  proof  of  the  undue  influence  alleged.  In  the 
latter  he  need  only  prove  the  existence  of  the  con- 
fidential relation,  and  it  will  then  be  presumed,  until 
the  contrary  be  shown,  that  the  defendant  took  advan- 
tage of  his  situation ;  and  the  onus  lies  on  him  of 
proving  that  the  other  was  not  unduly  influenced,  and 
gave  a  perfectly  free  consent  to  the  contract.  In  these 
cases,  however,  the  contract  is  not  avoided  unless  the 
alleged  undue  influence  be  established,  either  by 
positive  proof,  or  by  proof  of  the  existence  of  a  con- 
fidential relation  and  failure  to  rebut  the  ensuing  pre- 
sumption. And  the  obligations  arising  out  of  the  con- 
fidential relation  do  not  impose  on  the  party  affected 
thereby  an  absolute  incapacity  in  equity  of  contracting 
with  the  other.  On  the  contrary,  he  may  so  contract ; 
though,  if  he  do,  he  is  saddled  with  the  burthen   of 

{ri)  Above,  p-  756  sq. 

14  (2) 
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Solicitor 
and  client ; 
guardian 
and  ward ; 
parent  and 
child. 


sli owing  that  he  did  not  use  his  influence  to  the  other's 
disadvantage.  His  position  is  in  fact  analogous  to  that 
of  a  party  to  a  contract  uherrinuv  fidci[h).  The  agree- 
ment is  not  impeachable  for  want  of  contractual 
capacity,  strictly  so  called,  on  the  part  of  the  person 
charged  to  refrain  from  undue  influence,  but  it  is  void- 
able in  case  of  his  failure  to  prove  that  he  discharged 
the  duties  incident  to  his  position  ;  and  these  include 
the  obligation  of  making  full  disclosm-e  of  all  circum- 
stances, within  his  knowledge,  which  affect  the  value  of 
the  property  bought  or  sold  {c).  At  the  same  time, 
although  confidential  relations,  which  give  rise  to  the 
presumption  of  undue  influence,  do  not  involve  the 
absolute  incapacity  of  the  person  occupying  the  position 
of  influence  to  contract  with  the  other,  they  affect  not 
only  all  contractual  dealings  between  the  parties  with 
respect  to  any  property  of  either  of  them,  but  also  all 
gifts  made  between  them  whilst  living  in  favour  of  such 
person  [d).  It  seems,  therefore,  correct  to  say  that  he 
is  subject  in  equity  to  a  kind  of  general  disability  as 
regards  the  other  party  ;  though  this  disability  is  not 
absolute,  but  only  conditional,  and  is  removed  on  per- 
formance of  the  condition.  This  class  of  disability  is 
exemplified  in  the  case  of  solicitor  and  client,  guardian 
and  ward,  parent  and  child :  but  the  reader  will  not 
forget  that  it  is  not  confined  to  any  particular  set  of 
relations,  but  will  arise  whenever  it  is  proved  that  one 
person  stands  toward  another  in  any  relation,  of  wliich 
the  natural  consequence  would  be  that  the  other  would 
come  under  his  influence  {e).  We  need  not  further 
discuss  this  class  of  disability,  which  has  been  fully 
dealt  with  above  (/) . 


"SVTicre  one 
party  is 


The  second  class  of  cases  above  referred  to  (r/),  which 


{h)   Above,  pp.  G8t,  723,  724. 
(c)   Above,  i)p.  759 — 761. 
{d)   Above,  p.  759. 


(e)  Above,  p.  7o8. 
(/)  Pp.  756—769. 
iff)   Above,  p.  874. 
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is  in  effeet  limited  to  the  purcliase  by  a  trustee  of  his  tmstcofor 
ccnfui-que-fni.sfs  interest  in  the  trust  property,  has  been  tile  property 
ah-eady  mentioned  incidentally  in  connexion  with  the  sold, 
subject  of  undue  influence  [It)  :  but  it  does  not  depend 
on  the  same  principles  exactly  as  are  applicable  in  the 
case  of  undue  influence  itself.  The  mere  fact  that  one 
man  is  trustee  of  some  property  for  another  does  not  of 
itself  alone  raise  the  presumption  that  he  exercised 
undue  influence  in  all  his  contractual  dealings  with  the 
other,  or  affect  the  validity  of  their  contracts  relating  to 
other  property  (/),  It  is  true  that,  owing  to  incidental 
circumstances,  a  trustee  may  stand  towards  his  cestui- 
que-trud  in  such  a  confidential  relation  as  to  raise  the 
presumption  of  his  undue  influence  in  all  dealings 
between  them ;  thus  a  man  may  be  trustee  acting  as 
guardian  for  an  infant  (A-),  or  trustee  acting  as  business 
manager  or  adviser  for  a  young  man  or  a  woman  or  a 
man  unversed  in  business  affairs.  In  such  eases  a  con- 
fidential relation  is  no  doubt  established,  and  the  trustee 
is  subject  in  equity  to  the  consequent  general  dis- 
ability (/)  ;  but  this  consequence  follows,  not  merely 
because  the  one  is  trustee  for  the  other,  but  because  the 
incidental  circumstances  attending  the  particular  case 
cause  the  position  of  trustee  to  be  a  position  of  influence 
over  the  other  (;>?).     It  aiipears,  indeed,  that  gifts  made  Gifts  by 

ccstai-que-irusl 

[h)    Above,    pp.    700,    761,  (k)  If //Konv.mj/fo)/,  2  Vea.  sen. 

768.  547. 

{i)  See  note  (w),  below.  (/)  Above,  p.  876. 

{m)  Consider  the  judgment  in  HyUon  v.  Hylton,  2  Ves.  sen.  54",  548, 
549.  "'Ihe  defendant  appears  to  stand  in  the  place,  not  of  a  common 
truHtee  harehj  of  a  partindar  estate,  but  of  a  triistee  acting  in  fact  as 
gviardian  for  the  minor,  his  nephew,  and  taking  care  of  his  person 
and  his  estate  ;  so  that  the  condition  of  these  persons,  the  plaintiff  and 
the  defendant,  comes  within  this  rule  "  [i.e.,  of  guardian  and  ward). 
It  is  submitted  that  the  dicta  of  Brougham,  C,  in  Hunter  v.  Atkins, 
3  My.  &  K.  113,  135,  136,  140,  with  respect  to  bargains  between 
trustee  and  cestui- que-trust,  are  too  widely  expressed  and  must  be 
limited  (where  not  confined  to  bargains  dealing  with  the  trust  pro- 
perty) to  a  trustee  occupying  in  fact  a  jjositiou  of  influence.  Take 
for  example  the  case  of  two  men  contracting  with  each  other  in  the 
course  of  their  business.  One  happens  to  be  a  trustee  of  the  other's 
marriage  settlement  comprising  property  in  no  way  connected  with 
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to  the  trustee  hj  a  ccsfui-quc-inist  to  his  trustee  by  way  of  bounty  or 
bounty  for  remuneration  for  the  trustee's  services,  which  he  is 
his  services,  bound  to  render  without  deriving  any  profit  for  himself, 
stand  on  the  same  footing  as  gifts  to  a  solicitor  from 
his  client  or  to  a  guardian  from  his  ward  {n)  ;  and  to 
this  extent  the  trustee  seems  to  labour  rmder  a  general 
disability  not  confined  to  his  acceptance  of  a  present  of 
part  of  the  trust  property.  But,  notwithstanding  this 
result  of  the  fiduciary  relation,  it  does  not  appear  to  impose 
on  the  trustee  any  f/^^^rra/ disability  as  regards  contractual 
dealings  with  his  cestui-que-trnst ;  and  there  seems  to  be 
no  reason  to  suppose  that,  where  they  enter  into  a 
contract  relating  to  some  matter  entirely  independent 
of  the  trust  estate,  the  trustee  is  under  the  obligation 
of  proving  the  fairness  of  the  transaction  and  the 
other's  free  consent,  unless  the  ccdid-qiie-trust  can 
establish  that,  in  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the 
trusteeship  placed  the  trustee  in  a  position  of  influence 
over  him  (o) .  "With  respect  to  matters  of  contract  as 
opposed  to  gift,  the  relation  of  trustee  and  ccstui-que- 
trust  appears  to  subject  the  trustee  to  no  more  than  a 
particular  conditional  disability  affecting  only  their 
contracts  dealing  with  the  ccstui-que-tnisfs  interest  in 
the  trust  property. 

Purchase  by         The   kw  relating  to   contracts   of   this   kind  is  as 
a  trustee  of      foUows  : — A  trustee  is  at  liberty  to  purchase  from  his 

the  ccslKi-que-  i.       p     j  i 

trust's  interest  cestui-que-trust   either   the   whole  or   any   part  ot   the 

property?'*      latter's  interest  in  the  trust  estate  ;  and  this  is  equally 

the  case   where  the   trustee  is  a  trustee  for   sale  {p). 


his  trade.  It  could  not  be  contended  that  on  proof  of  this  fact  alone 
their  business  contract  would  be  voidable  unless  the  trustee  could 
establish  the  fairness  of  the  bargain. 


(«)  Hatch  V.  mifch,  9  Ves.  292, 
296,  2. '7  ;  Vaughton  v.  Nohlc,  30 
Bcav.  34,  39  ;  Barrett  v.  Hartley, 
L.  R.  2  Eq.  789 ;  Wrujld  v.  Carter, 
1903,  1  Oh.  27,  40,  49,  5G,  57  ; 
see  above,  p.  759. 


(o)  Above,  note  («;). 

\p)  G'lbmn  V.  Ji'ijeti,  6  Ves.  266, 
270,  271,  277;  Expte.  Laccij,  ib. 
625,  620  (the  rule  is  "not  that  a 
trustee  cannot  buy  from  his  cestui- 
que-trust,  but  that  he  shall  not 
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But  as  his  duty  as  trustee  is  to  make  the  most  of  the 
trust  property  for  the  other's  benefit,  and  his  position  as 
trustee  gives  him  the  best  opportunity  of  becoming 
acquainted  with  its  true  vahie,  he  is  subject,  on  con- 
tracting to  purchase  the  property  himself,  to  the  like 
obligation  as  is  incumbent  on  a  solicitor  buying  from 
his  client  (/;).  He  is  bound  to  take  no  undue  advantage 
of  the  vendor  and  to  disclose  every  circumstance  known 
to  him  that  may  affect  the  value  of  the  property  (q). 
The  sale  is  voidable  at  the  vendor's  option  in  case  the 
trustee  fail  to  discharge  this  obligation  ;  and  more  than 
that,  in  any  proceedings  to  set  aside  the  contract,  the 
vendor  need  only  show  that  the  other  party  was  a 
trustee  for  him  and  bought  the  trust  property  from  him, 
and  the  ohks  will  then  lie  upon  the  trustee  of  proving 
the  fairness  of  the  bargain  and  of  his  conduct  (/■ ) .  It 
is  said  that,  to  enable  a  trustee  to  buy  the  trust  property 
from  his  ccHtui-quc-trnst,  the  relation  between  them 
must  be  dissolved,  and  they  must  assume  the  position 
of  independent  bargainers  (.s) .  But  this  means  that  it 
is  for  the  trustee  to  show,  by  proving  the  fairness 
of  the  transaction,  that  they  did  really  occupy  this 
position  («).  It  does  not  mean  that  a  release  from  the 
trust  will  absolve  the  trustee  from  the  obligation  in- 
cumbent on  him  in  case  he  afterwards  purchase  the 
trust  property.  As  we  have  seen  {t),  if,  while  acting 
as  trustee,  he  obtain  information  affecting  the  value  of 
the  trust  property,  and  he  retire  from  the  trust  and 
afterwards  purchase  the  trust  property  from  the  bene- 
ficial owners,  the  sale  is  voidable  by  them  in  case  ho 

buy   from  himself,"   see  below,  285,290;  i?(/ r.  Jorr7,  3-t  Beav. 

p.    882);     Coles   v.    Trecothiclc,    9  220,227;  Cmins,  C,  Thomson  y. 

Ves.   234,  244,  246,  248  ;  Franks  Easlwood,  2  App.  Cas.  215,  236  ; 

V.  Bollans,  L.  K.  3  Ch.  717,  718,  Floicright  v.  Lambert,  52  L.  T. 

719.  646  ;  i)oHgan  v.  Ilacphcrson ,  1902, 

(«)  See  previous  note.  ■^-  V'r.^^  •,    ■■     i  l 

,  ,    . ,  „„„    „„i  (s)  See  cases  cited  above,  note 

[q]  Above,  pp.  /60,  (Gl.  ,\' 

(>■)  Benton  v.  Bonner,  23  Beav.  [t)  Above,  p.  761. 


880 


OF  RELATIVE  DISABILITY  IN  EQUITY. 


do  not  disclose  the  information  so  acquired.  In  all 
other  respects  purchases  by  a  trustee  of  his  cestui-qne- 
fnisfs  interest  in  the  trust  property  are  governed  by 
the  same  rules  as  are  applicable  to  a  purchase  by  a 
solicitor  from  his  client ;  and  it  seems  unnecessary  to 
repeat  here  what  has  been  already  said  concerning  such 
purchases  {u).  It  will  not  be  forgotten  that  where  such 
a  purchase  by  a  trustee  is  set  aside  for  his  concealment 
of  information,  which  he  ought  to  have  imparted,  he 
will  be  required  to  account  for  the  rents  and  profits 
received  by  him  since  the  sale  on  the  footing  of  wilful 
default  (.r). 


The  rule 
governs  aU 
contracts 
giving  the 
trustee  any 
interest  in 
the  trust 
property. 
Sale  by  a 
trustee  for 
purchase  to 
his  ce Uni- 
que-trusts. 
Gifts  to 
trustee  by 
ceatui-que- 
irust  of  the 
trust  pro- 
perty. 


Agent  pur- 
chasing his 
principal's 
lands. 


AU  contractual  dealings,  of  whatever  kind,  between 
a  trustee  and  his  cestiii-que-trusf,  for  the  acquisition  by 
the  former  of  the  trust  estate,  or  any  interest  therein, 
are  subject  to  the  same  rules  as  govern  the  case  of 
sale(v/).  Thus  these  rules  are  applicable  where  a 
trustee  for  purchase,  who  is  (as  we  shall  see  (s))  pro- 
hibited from  buying  his  own  property  in  exercise  of 
the  trust,  sells  the  same  to  his  cestni-que-tnists  who  pay 
the  price  with  the  trust  money.  The  law  as  to  gifts 
by  a  ccHtui-que-trnst  to  his  trustee  of  any  interest  in 
the  trust  property  has  been  already  stated  {a) .  The 
principles  regulating  purchases  of  the  trust  property 
by  a  trustee  from  his  ccstui-que-tnid  apply  in  every 
case  where  one  stands  in  a  fiduciary  relation  to  another 
as  regards  some  particular  land,  being  bound  to  make 
the  most  of  it  for  the  other's  advantage,  and  he  piu'- 
chases  it  himself  from  the  other  ;  as  for  instance,  where 
an  agent  for  sale  of  land,  or  an  agent  or  a  steward 
entrusted  with  the  management  of  land,  buys  it  openly 


[it)  See    above,   pp.  7o8 — 761, 

700 — 7G9  ;    Morse    v.  Royal,    12 

Vcs.    355  ;     Baker    v.  Read,    18 

Beav.  .398  ;  fSmedUy  \.  Varlctj,Ti 
Btav.  358. 


(.v)  Above,  p.  7(iS,  and  n.  («). 
(/)  TaritballY.  Duval,  1902,  A. 
C.  4-29. 

{z)  Below,  p.  882. 
(rt)  Above,  p.  877. 
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from  liis  princii^al  {b).  Where  such  an  agent  secretly 
buys  the  hmd,  with  which  he  is  so  entrusted,  taking  a 
conveyance  thereof  in  the  name  of  anotlier,  or  other- 
wise conceals  from  the  principal  any  interest  which  he 
has  in  the  purchase,  the  transaction  is  really  a  sale 
effected  by  the  agent  to  himself,  falls  within  the  third 
class  of  cases  above  mentioned  (c),  and  is  voidable  at 
the  principal's  option  on  mere  proof  of  the  facts, 
whether  the  terms  of  the  bargain  were  fair  or  advan- 
tageous to  the  principal  or  not  [d).  The  same  rules 
apply,  according  to  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
where  an  agent  for  purchase  openly  sells  his  own  land 
to  his  principal  or  secretly  buys  it  for  his  principal  in 
attempted  exercise  of  his  authority  {e). 

Here  it  may  be  mentioned  that,  where  a  partnership  Purchase  by 
business  is  so  managed  by  one  partner  that  he  alone  is  managing 

partner  of 

directly  informed  as  to  the  extent  and  value  of  the  another 
assets  of  the  firm,  a  purchase  by  him  of  any  other  P^^*^^^^  ^ 
partner's  share  in  the  partnership  property  is  a  contract 
uherrimce  fidel  (_/)  and  is  voidable  for  mere  non-dis- 
closure by  him  of  any  fact  material  to  the  value  of  the 
property  sold.  This  rule  arises  out  of  the  duty  of  every 
partner  to  disclose  to  the  others  all  information  pos- 
sessed by  him  concerning  the  assets  and  business  of  the 
firm  (</).  The  case  is  analogous  to  that  of  a  trustee 
purchasing  his  ccstai-que-truiifs  interest  in  the  trust 
property :     but    it    is    not    the    same.      Thus    it   is  Purchase  by 

trustee  from 

[h]  Above,  p.   760,   and   notes  &  G.  488,  494  ;  S.  C,  nom.  Lewis 

{x),  [>j),  iz).  V.  inUwan,  3  H.  L.  C.  607,  628  — 

{c)  Above,  p.  875.  630  ;  Dunne  v.  EngUsh,  L.  R.  18 

[d)  See  Hardwicke  v.  Vernon,  4  Eq.  524  ;   McPherson  v.    Watt,  3 

Ves.  411;  Charter y.  Trerehjan,  II  App.  Cas.  254,  263,  264. 

CI.   &  Fin.  714,   732   (it  is  con-  (^)  See  the  two  previous  notes, 

ceived  that  the  statement  there  and  cases    as  to   purchase  cited 

made,    that    an   agent    for    sale  below,  p.  883,  n.  Uc). 

secretly  purchasing  himself   can  /  ^\    a  i,  r^c^A    >,ca 

uphold  the  transaction  by  prov-  (^)  ^^°^«'  PP"  6^*'  ^24. 

ing  that  full  value  was  given,  is  iu)  Maddeford  v.    Austwich,    1 

erroneous;   1  Dart,   V.  &  P.  40,  Si™-  89,  93;  Law  v.  Law,  19:5, 

n.  (0  )  ;  Re  Bloije's  Trusts,  1  Mac.  1  Ch.  140. 
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ccstui-qtw-  tliought  that,  w'liere  a  trustee  lias  bought  the  trust 
trust  voidable  pj^opej-ty  fpom  his   ccsfui-qiie-tnist,  the  sale  would  be 

aeamst  sub-      i      l       J  ■» 

purchaser  voidable  for  non- disclosure  as  against  a  subsequent 
If  tbe^'parSes'  purchaser  from  the  trustee  with  notice  that  the  parties 
relation.  to  the  original  sale  stood  in  the  relation  of  trustee  and 

ccstui-qne-tnoif  (//).  Partners,  however,  are  not  under 
any  general  equitable  disability  with  regard  to  the 
purchase  of  each  other's  shares  in  the  partnership  ;  and 
it  is  conceived  that  they  must  be  presumed  to  be  all 
equally  well  informed  concerning  the  assets  of  the  firm. 
It  is  thought,  therefore,  that  a  sale  by  one  partner  to 
another  of  his  share  in  the  partnership  would  not  be 
voidable  as  against  a  sub-purchaser  for  value,  unless  the 
latter  had  notice,  not  merely  of  the  partnership  relation, 
but  also  of  the  fact  that  the  vendor  partner  occupied 
such  a  position  in  the  management  of  the  partnership 
business  as  placed  him  in  sole  possession  or  direct 
control  of  the  information  relating  to  the  extent  and 
value  of  the  assets  of  the  firm. 

Eule  where  Eeduced  to  its  lowest  terms,  the  rule  governiug  the 

one  party  to     \^{y.^  class  of  cascs  above  referred  to  (?)  may  perhaps  be 

executing  an    stated  in  this  way  :— Where  a  man's  title  to  sell  or  buy 

authority.        ^^^^  particular  piece  of  land  is  derived,  not  from  his 

own  beneficial  ownership  of  the  land  or  the  money  to  be 

employed  in  the  purchase,  but  from  an  authority  in  that 

behalf  given  to  him  either  by  the  act  of  the  beneficial 

owner  of  the  land   or  money  or  by  statute  on  such 

owner's    behalf,    then    he    cannot    well    exercise    the 

authority  by  selling  to  or  buying  from  himself,  either 

(A)   It   is  conceived   that   this  then;  see  above,  pp.  760,  n.  {a), 

case  is  exactly  parallel  to   that  §79;  Spoierrv.  TopJuuii,  2i  Beav. 

of    a    purchai-e    by    a    solicitor  573.      it  is  submitted  that  the 

from  his  client,  ai.d  that,  as  the  suggestion  in  Sug.  V.  &  P.   695, 

omts  of  upholding  the  transaction  that    the   subsequent    purchaser 

lies   on    the    trustee   after  mere  must    also    have    notice    of  the 

proof  of  the  relation  between  the  circumstances  rendering  the  sale 

parties,    a    purchaser    from    the  voidable,  cannot  be  supported, 
trustee  with  notice  of  that  rela- 
tion  is  subject  to  the  same  bur-  (0  Above,  p.  87o. 
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directly  or  indirectly ;  unless  the  instrument  or  statute 
conferring  tlie  authority  otherwise  provide  (/.•).  And  if 
such  instrument  or  statute  allow  of  no  exception  in  his 
favour,  and  in  the  transaction  in  which  he  purports  to 
exercise  such  an  authority  to  sell  or  buy  he  be  himself 
the  purchaser  or  the  vendor,  either  directly  or  through  the 
mediation  of  an  agent,  trustee  or  uomiuee  for  himself, 
or  even  (in  the  case  of  sale)  by  sub-purchase  from  a 
stranger  (/),  the  sale  or  purchase  is  voidable  in  equity 
at  the  instance  of  the  beneficial  owner  of  the  land  sold 
or  money  paid  in  purchase  {in).  The  transaction  is, 
moreover,  so  voidable  on  the  mere  proof  that  the  vendor 
or  purchaser  was  acting  in  exercise  of  such  an  authority 
and  in  effect  sold  to  or  bought  from  himself ;  and  it  is 
immaterial  whether  the  terms  of  the  bargain  so  pur- 
ported to  be  made  were  otherwise  fair  or  were  actually 
advantageous  to  the  parties  who  seek  to  set  it  aside  {»). 

With  regard  to  the  principle  on  which  this  rule  is  Principle  of 
founded,  we  must  remark  first,  that  the  person  invested 
with  such  an  authority  may  either  stand  in  a  fiduciary 
relation  to  the  beneficial  owner  of  the  property  or  he 
may  not.  In  the  former  case  the  grounds  which  may 
be  alleged  for  the  rule  are  obvious :  namely,  that  the 
trustee,  having  every  opportunity  to  find  out  the  true 

(/.)  As  to  an  authority  to  sell,  v.  N'ew  Sombrero  Phosphate  Co.,  3 

see   Expte.   Laccij,    6   Ves.    625;  App.  Oas.  1218,  1229,  1-236,  1260; 

Lister  v.   Lister,  ib.   631;    Lewis  He  Cape  Lretmi  Co.,  29  Ch.D.  195, 

V.    Eillman,  3  H.  L.  C.  607,  628  803,  811  ;    North  ylinerican  Land 

— 630  ;  Franks  v.  Bollans,  L.  R.  ami  Timber  Co.,  Ld.  v.    TTatkins, 

3  Ch.  717,  718,  719;  De  Busscho  1904,  1  Ch.  242,  248. 
V.  Alt,  8  Ch.  D.  286  ;  Farrar  v.  {I)  Parker  v.    McKenna,  L.  R. 

Farrars,  Ld.,  40  Ch.  D.  395,  404,  10  Ch.  96,  125,  126  ;    Williams  v. 

409;    Re    Loju/las    and    PuweWs  Scott,  1900,  A.  C.  499  ;  Delves  \. 

Contract,  1902,'2  Ch.  296;  Boyce  Grai/,  1902,2  Ch.  606;  see  below, 

V.    Edbrooke,    1903,    1    Ch.    836,  p.  886. 

843  sq. ;  Hodson  v.  Beans,  1903,  [m)  See  n.  {k),  above;  Sander- 

2   Ch.  647,  652,  653.     As  to  an  son  v.  Walker,  13  Ves.  601. 
authority  to  purchase,  see  Lewiu  («)    E.rpte.   James,  8  Ves.    337, 

on   Trusts,    439,    6th   ed.  ;     683,  348  ;    Pe  Bloi/c's  Trusts,    1  Mac. 

1 1th    ed.  ;     Sharman   v.    Brandt,  &  G.  488,  491  ;  Aberdeen  Ry.  Co. 

L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  720,  723;  Erlanyer  v.  Blaikie,  1  Macq.  461,  471. 
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v.'ilue  of  the  proporty'and  being  Tjouiid  to  exercise  tlie 
autliority  to  the  best  advantage  of  the  beneficial  owner, 
shall  not  place  himself  in  a  position  where  his  interest 
is  in  conflict  witli  his  duty  (o)  ;  also,  that  a  trustee  shall 
make  no  profit  by  his  trust.     Those  reasons  are  certainly 
applicable,  for  instance,  in  the  case  of  a  trustee  for  sale 
of  land,  and  would  alone  be  sufilcient  to  prohibit  him 
from  buying  tlie  property  himself.     The  rule  extends, 
however,  to  cases  in  which  the  authority  is  conferred  for 
the  sole  benefit  of  tho  person  to  whom  it  is  given  {p). 
Thus,  Ave  have  seen  {q)  that  it  applies  to  a  mortgagee 
gelling   tho  mortgaged  property   under   the   power   of 
sale  expressly  contained  or  implied  by  statute  in  the 
mortgage   deed;    notwithstanding   tliat    in    exercising 
such  a  power,  a  mortgagee  is  held  not  to  be  a  trustee 
for   the   mortgagor,   nor   to   be   bound  to  sell  to   the 
mortgagor's  best  advantage  (r).    In  this  case,  therefore, 
we  are  driven  to  find  other  grounds  for  the  rule  («)  ; 
and  it  appears  to  rest  at  bottom  on  the  principle  that 
an  aiilhorih/  given  must  bo  strictly  pursued  (/).     Where 
a  man  is  invested  with  an  authority  to  sell  or  buy,  the 

(o)  Sco    Exptc.    Lamj,   G   Vcs.  power  of  Hale,  was  originally  put 

025  •    Lister  v.    Lintcr,  ib.  6151  ;  on   the   ground   of  IiIh   being  a 

J-xple    Jnmes,   8  Ves.   337,   348  ;  truHtee  in   the  cxoreiHC  of   8uch 

JU'  Ji'loye's  TrmtH,   1   Mac.  &   G.  power    and    of    the    eonseqtient 

4h8,    495  ;    Aberdeen   liy.    Vo.    v.  conflict  between  hiw  intei-cst  and 

JUaikie,   l' Macq.  461;    Boyce  v.  bin  duty;  Doinirsv.   Unizrhrouk, 

Edbrooke,  1903,  1  Oh.  830,  843.  3  Mer.  200,  207-200  ;    lie  Bloye  » 

,    T-n    -ni   ,       r^v/.    1  M«c    &  r,«.sfo',lMac.&G.488,404,  49.'5; 

{ 1))  Re  Bloye  H  1  rusts   v  jviac.  (c  -r,  ,     ,  sr      •      i   nut    /cn 

n    488    494     8.  C,  noin.  Lewis  v.  Jlobertsm  v.  Norn.  _^  Gift.  421, 

in  •{  ir    T     f   r;07   f,28—  1  Jur.  N.  S.  155,  443.     Ihc  true 

"'^"-  ^  a  Hale  by  the  Heller  to  himself  is 

{q)  Above,  p.  345.  ,j„  f,.^](>  j,t  all  and  is  therefore^  no 

(r)    Warner  v.  Jacob,  20  Ch.  D.  proper  excrcine  of  the  authority, 

220,224;  Farrar  \.  Farrars,  Ld.,  wan  first   clearly   expounded    by 

40  Ch.  D.   395,  411  ;  Kennedy  v.  Lord  St.  LconardH,  C.,  in  Leiiis 

J)e  Trafford,  1897,  A.  C.  180,  185,  y.  LLUlman,  3  H.  L.  0.  G07,  628 

192  ;  Niitt  V.  Fusion,  1899,  1  Ch.  _G30.  And  afterwards,  the  view 

873,'  877,    878  ;  above,   pp.    344,  that  a  rnorf^''a<i-eo  exercising  his 

345.  power  of  sale  was  in  the  position 

{'s)  It  should  be  noted  that  the  of  a  trustee  was  repudiated  ;  see 

application  of  the  rule  to  the  ease  previous  note, 

of  a  mortgagee,  or  a  person   m  (/)  Above,_  pp.    2.7—279,  302, 

the  like  position,  exercising  his  307,  341,  34o. 
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mandate  is  that  he  shall  enter  into  a  rotdrart  of  sale  or 
purchase  ;  tliat  is,  a  transaction  implying  a  bargain 
between  the  person  authorised  and  some  ofJier  person 
acting  independently  of  him  {ii),  the  result  of  wliich  is, 
that  each  incurs  obligations  to  the  other  (,/■).  Now,  at 
law,  a  man  cannot  make  a  contract  with  himself,  either 
alone  or  jointly  with  others  ;  if  lie  j^urport  to  do  so,  the 
transaction  is  absolutely  void  as  regards  him  (y).  It  is 
impossible,  therefore,  for  a  man  to  sell  to  or  purchase 
from  himself  at  law.  But  at  law  he  may  well  contract 
with  any  other  person  than  himself ;  and  if  that  other 
be  bound  in  equity,  under  trust,  to  give  him  the  benefit 
of  the  transaction,  the  trust  is  a  matter  of  which  the 
common  law  takes  no  cognizance  (z).  In  equity,  how- 
ever, the  substance  of  the  transaction  is  regarded  ;  and 
if  a  man  exercising  an  authority  to  sell  or  purchase  in 
effect  sell  to  or  buy  from  himself,  the  transaction  is 
not  considered  to  be  a  sale  at  all,  and  is  therefore  an 
improper  exercise  of  the  authority  {a).  And  for  this 
reason  the  sale  so  purported  to  be  made  is  voidable  in 
equity  at  the  instance  of  those  by  or  on  whose  behalf 
the  authority  was  conferred  (b). 

The  above-mentioned  rule  may  be  illustrated  by  the  Examples  of 
following  examples  : — First,  a  trustee  for  sale,  whether        ^      ' 
he  derive  his  authority  from  a  trust  for  or  jiower  of  sale, 
sale  (c),    cannot    purchase    the    trust  property,   either 

(m)  See    Lcivis    v.    HiUman,    3  IGO,  lOth  ed, 
H.  L.  C.  607,   628—630  ;   Franks  (a)    Sanderson    v.     WalJcer,     13 

V.  Bollans,  L.  E,.  3  Ch.  717,  719;  Ves.  601;    Ee  Bloye's    Trusts,   1 

Farrar  v.  Farrars,  Ld.,  40  Ch.  D.  Mac.  &  G.  488  ;  S.  C.,  nom.  Lewis 

395,  404,  410.  v.    IliUman,    3    11.    L.    C.    607, 

(x)  Above,  pp.  1,  277.  628 — 630;  Farrar  v.  Farrars,  Ld., 

\y)  Maimcaring  v.   Newman,  2  40  Ch.  D.  395,  409  ;    Re  Bourjlas 

B.  (fe  P.  120  ;  Faulkner  v.  Lowe,  and  PowrlVs  Contract,  1902,  2  Ch. 

2   Ex.   595  ;    Boyce   v.    Edbrooke,  296  ;    Hodion  v.    Deans,   1903,   2 

1903,     1     Ch.     836  ;    lie    George  Ch.    647,    052  ;    above,    p.    883, 

Routledge  ^-  Sons,  Ld.,  1901,  2  Ch.  n.  (/,:). 
474.  {b)  Above,  p.  883,  n.  (/,}. 

[z)  Boycc  V.  Fdhrookc,   1903,    1  [c)  See    above,   pp.    2(i8,    271, 

Ch.  836,  815  ;  Wins.  Real  Prop.  277. 
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Retirement 
iu  view  of 
purchase. 
Piu'chase 
long  after 
retirement. 


Trustee  for 
sale  cannot  be 
sub -purchaser 
from  a 
stranger 
pending 
completion  of 
the  original 
sale. 


directly  or  indirectly,  from  himself  if  lie  be  sole  trustee, 
or  from  tlie  other  trustees  and  himself  if  he  have  co- 
trustees {(f),  or  from  his  co-trustees  or  co-trustee  alone  (e). 
And  an  attempted  sale  of  this  kind  is  equally  voidable 
in  equity,  whether  it  be   made   by  public  auction  or 
private  contract  (/) ,  to  the  trustee  directly  or  to  another 
person  purchasing  on  his  behalf  (g) ,  or  bo  effected  by 
his   retiring  from   the  trust  for   the   purpose  (//).     If, 
however,  a  trustee  for  sale  retire  from  the  trust  and 
some  time  afterwards  purchase  the  trust  property  from 
the  then  existing  trustees,  the  interval  being  so  great 
that  he  could  not  possibly  have  retired  in  contemplation 
of  such  purchase,  the  transaction  is  free  from  the  objec- 
tion of  its  being  a  sale  by  a  trustee  to   himself  (/)  : 
though  the  sale  wotdd,  it  is  thought,  be  voidable  in 
case  of  the  purchaser's  concealment  of  any  information 
acquired  by  him  as  trustee  and  affecting  the  value  of 
the  property  (/.■) .     If  trustees  for  sale  in  good  faith  sell 
the   trust  property  to  a  stranger   acting   quite   inde- 
pendently  of    them,   none   of  them   is   at  liberty   to 
purchase  the  whole  or  part  of  the  stranger's  interest 
pending  the  completion  of  the  contract ;  for  the  contract 
when  completed  would  amount  to  a  sale  of  the  trust 
property  by  the  trustee  to  himself  in  exercise  of  his 
authority   to   sell  (/).     When   the   trust  property   has 
been  fairly  sold  to  a  stranger  in  exercise  of  a  trust  for 
or  power  of  sale,  and  the  contract  has  been  completed, 
the  rules  of   equity  do   not   prevent   any  one  of   the 


{d)  See  oases  cited  above,  p.  883, 
nn.  (A-),  [1],  H,  p.  884,  n.  (o) ; 
also  Fm-  v.  3Iach-eth,  2  Bro.  C.  C. 
400,  2  Cox,  320,  4  Bro.  P.  C. 
258,  L.  C.  Eq. ;  Whichcote  v. 
Lawrence,  3  Ves.  740. 

(c)  In  this  case  the  authority 
to  sell,  being  given  to  all  the 
trustees,  is  of  course  not  -well 
exercised . 

(/)  Exj^e.  Lacey,  6  Ves.  625  ; 


Lister  v.  Lister,  ib.  631  ;  Exptc. 
Bennett,  10  Ves.  381,  393. 

{g)  Above,  p.  883. 

\h)  Exptc.  James,  8  Ves.  337, 
352  ;  Sprinj  v.  Fride,  4  De  G. 
J.  &  S.  395. 

(i)  Fe  Boles  and  British  Land 
Co.'s  Contract,  1902,  1  Ch.  244. 

(k)  Above,  p.  879. 

[l)  Sec  cases  cited  above,  p.  883, 
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trustees  from  afterwards  buying  the  property :  but,  of 
course,  if  the  purchase  by  the  trustee  took  place  very 
shortly  after   the   completion  of   the  former  sale,  the 
circumstances   would    be   suspicious,    and   the    trustee 
might  have  to  prove  that  he  acted  in  good  faith  (m). 
A  trustee  for  sale  is  no  more  competent  to  purchase  the  Trustee  for 
trust  property  as  agent  for  a  stranger  to  the  trust  than  JJjJ^  J^J^°* 
he  is  to  buy  it  for  hunself  {») .     For  to  act  as  agent  on  himself  as 
behalf   of   a  purchaser   would   obviously  be   in  direct  st^ranger. 
conflict  with  his  duty  as  a  trustee  for  sale  {ii)  ;  and,  as 
we  have  seen  (p),  an  authority  to  sell  is  not  well  exer- 
cised unless  the  vendor  contract  with  some  other  person 
acting  independently  of  him.     So  also  a  trustee  exer-  Trustee  for 
cising  a  trust  or  power  to  invest  his  trust  money  in  the  pii^chase. 
purchase  of  land  is  not  at  liberty  to  purchase  his  own 
land  for  the  trust,  for  his  interest  as  vendor  would  be 
opposed  to  his  duty  as  trustee ;  and  such  a  transaction 
would  not  amount  to  a  true  contract  of  purchase  and 
would   be  an  improper    exercise   of   his    authority  to 
huy{q). 

The  duties  of  a  trustee  for  sale  and  the  consequent  Trustee  in 
disability  to  purchase  are  incumbent  on  a  trustee  (and  ^^  ^^^  '^^' 
formerly  on  an  assignee)  in  bankruptcy  selling  the 
bankrupt's  property  in  exercise  of  his  statutory  power 
of  sale  (r) ;  on  an  executor  or  administrator  selling 
leaseholds  or  other  personalty  of  the  deceased  to  raise 
money  for  payment  of  funeral  or  testamentary  expenses 
or  debts  (.s')  ;  on  an  executor  selling  lands  under  any 

{m)  See    Farker    v.    McKenna,  (/•)  Expte.  Lacey,   6  Ves.  625  ; 

L.   R.    10   Ch.    96,    126  ;    above,  Exptc.  Bennett,  10  Ves.  3S0,  395  ; 

p.    885,   and   n.    (ff)  ;    Jie   I'oUJe-  Bankruptcy  Rules,  18S6,  No.  316, 

thwaite,  60  L.  T.  514.  expressly  appljing  the  principle 

,  .      _     ,        ^        j^      1 A    -ST  in  question  to  the  trustee  and  to 

«)    Expte.    Bennett      10    \es.  ^ny  member  of  the  committee  of 

381  ;    Hesse  v.  Bruint,  6  De  G.  ij,/  gction 
M.  &  G.  623,  628.  ^^^  Alffik-   v.    Ilexne;/,    4    Bro. 

{p)  Above,  p.  885.  c.   C.   161  ;     IFatsou  v.   Toone,   6 

(q)  Above,  pp.   882,   883,   and  Madd.  153;    see  above,  pp.  178, 

cases  cited  in  note  (A).  179,  189,  n.  (x). 
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Eule  not 
applicable 
"where  a 
trustee  is 
not  himself 
exercising  an 
authority  to 
sell  or  buy. 


power  of  sale  expressly  or  impliedly  conferred  on  him 
by  the  will  for  the  purposes  of  his  office  (i^),  or  under 
the  power  of  sale  given  to  him  by  Lord  St.  Leonards' 
Act  {ii)  or  the  Land  Transfer  Act,  1897  (.r)  ;  and,  it  is 
thought,  on  a  tenant  for  life  selling  the  settled  land 
under  the  power  conferred  on  him  by  the  Settled  Land 
Act,  1882  (//).  On  the  other  hand,  the  rule  in  question 
does  not  apply  unless  the  trustee  purchasing  or  selling 
be  Itimself  exercising  an  authority  to  sell  or  buy  con- 
ferred on  him  by  the  instrument  creating  the  trust. 
Thus  a  bare  trustee  (s),  or  a  trustee  of  land  under  a 
simple  trust  of  land  for  one  in  fee  {a) ,  is  not  absolutely 
incapacitated  from  purchasing  the  trust  property ;  for 
such  an  one  has  no  power  of  sale  ih)  ;  and  if  he  buy, 
the  cestui-que-trud  must  necessarily  be  the  vendor  (c). 
So  also  a  trustee  who  has  disclaimed  or  never  acted  in 
the  trust  {d),  or  an  executor  who  has  renounced  probate 
or  has  never  intermeddled  with  the  testator's  estate  {e), 
is  under  no  disability  to  purchase  property  sold  by  the 
other  trustees  or  executors  under  any  authority  vested 
in  them  by  the  terms  of  the  trust-instrument  or  by 
virtue  of  their  office. 


Trustees 
selling  under 
a  power  of 
sale  exercise- 
able  -with  the 
consent  of  the 
tenant  for  life 
may  sell  to 
him. 


With  respect  to  sales  of  settled  land  to  the  tenant  for 
life  under  the  settlement,  it  may  be  mentioned  that, 
where  the  trustees  of  a  settlement  of  land  are  em- 
powered to  sell  with  the  consent  of  the  tenant  for  life, 
it  has  been  held  that  they  may  well  sell  to  him  (/). 


{t)  See  Baker  v.  Read,  18  Beav. 
398  ;  Smcdley  v.  Farlet/,  23  Beav. 
388;  above,  pp.  186,  i87. 

{u)  Above,  pp.  187—189. 

{x)  Above,  pp.  190—193. 

(y)  See  above,  pp.  308,  334— 
337  ;  Boi/ce  v.  Edbroulr,  1903,  1 
Ch.  836;'  1  Dart,  V.  &  P.  37,  42. 

(z)  Above,  p.  181,  n.  {z). 

(a)  Above,  p.  268. 

[b)  Parkes  v.  W/iitr,  11  Ves. 
209,  226  ;  above,  p.  268. 


(c)  See  above,  p.  878. 

(d)  Stacey  v.  Elph,  1  My.  &  K. 
195. 

(e)  Clark  v.  Clark,  9  App.  Cas. 
733  ;  Re  Boles  and  Brilinh  Land 
Co.'s  Contract,  1902,  1  Ch.  244, 
247. 

(/)  Howard  v.  Biicane,  T.  &  R. 
81  ;  Bicco'iiwn  v.  Talbot,  L.  R.  6 
Ch.  32.  See  Grotcr  v.  K/iffell,  3 
Russ.  428,  432  ;  Beadcn  v.  Kinr/,  9 
Hare,  499,  519—521. 
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And  under  the  Settled  Land  Act,  1890  {(j),  where  a  Sale,  pur- 
sale  of  settled  land  is  to  be  made  to  the  tenant  for  life,  cham^e^^o'r 
or  a  purchase  is  to  be  made  from  him  of  land  to  be  partition  in 
made  subject  to  the  limitations  of  the  settlement,  or  an  tenant  for 
exchange  is  to  be  made  with  him  of  settled  land  for  c^+^J^^'^l    a 
other  land,  or  a  partition  is  to  be  made  with  him  of  land  Act,  1890. 
an  undivided  share  whereof  is  subject  to  the  limitations 
of  the  settlement,  the  trustees  of  the  settlement  shall 
stand  in  the  place  of  and  represent  the  tenant  for  life, 
and  shall,  in  addition  to  their  powers  as  trustees,  have 
all  the  powers  of   the  tenant  for  life  in  reference  to 
negotiating    and   completing   the   transaction.      It   is  Power  to 
important  to  remark,    in    connexion   with  the   sale  of    ^^^® 
laud,  that  the  better  opinion  is  that  a  power  to  lease 
land  is  entii'ely  governed  by  the  rule  now  under  con- 
sideration as  well  as  a  power  to  sell,  and  cannot  there- 
fore be  well  exercised  by  a  lease  made,  either  directly 
or  indirectly,  to  the  donee  of  the  power  :  unless  such  a 
lease  be  authorised  by  the  instrument  conferring  the 
power  (Zt).     Thus,  a  lease  of  settled  land  cannot  well 
be   made  by   a   tenant   for  life   to   himself,  or  (it  is 
thought)    to    a   trustee  for   himself,   under  the  power 
of  leasing  given  to  him  by  the  Settled  Estates  Act, 
1877  (//),  or  the  Settled  Land  Act,  1882  (/).     And  the 
Settled  Land  Act,  1890  [g),  does  not  enable  any  such 
lease  to  be  made  by  the  trustees  of  the  settlement. 


The  rules  governing  the  case  of  a  trustee  for  sale  or  Persons  in  a 
purchase   are  equally  applicable  in  every  instance  in  posjtion^as 
which   a    person   exercising    an   authority  to   sell   or  regards  the 
purchase  stands  in  a  fiduciary  relation  to  the  person  an  anthority 
by  or   on  whose  behalf  the  authority  was  conferred ;  *°  ^^.^  °^' 

•^  ^  purchase. 

(g)  Stat.  53  &  54  Vict.  c.  69,  pressed  hy  Page  Wood,  V.-C,  in 

s.  12,  passed  18th  Aug.  1890.  Bcran  v.  Hahgood,  IJ.  &  H.  222, 

{h)  Farwell,  J.,  Jioijce  v.   Ed-  229.     Audsee A.- G.'v,  Clarendon, 

brooke,  1903,  1   Ch.  836,  843  sq.  ;  17  Ves.  491,  500. 
dissenting  from  the  opinion  ex-  (i)  Ahove,  p.  888. 

w. — ir.  15 
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Principal 
and  asent. 


Directors  of 
a  company. 


Liquidator. 


Promoters. 


although  the  former  may  not  be  a  trustee  under  a 
formally  constituted  trust.  Thus,  an  agent  employed 
to  sell  or  piu'chase  land,  such  as  an  auctioneer,  an  estate 
agent,  or  a  solicitor,  cannot  buy  the  principal's  land 
from  himself  for  his  own  use  or  purchase  his  own  land 
from  himself  for  the  principal  (A-)  :  though  he  may  buy 
the  principal's  land  from  the  principal  or  sell  his  own 
land  to  the  principal,  subject  to  the  rules  affecting  that 
class  of  contract  (/).  So  also  a  director  of  a  company 
cannot  purchase  the  company's  land  from  his  co- 
directors  and  himself  (in),  and  if  he  sell  his  own 
property  to  the  company,  the  sale  is  voidable  at  the 
company's  option  («).  Nor  can  the  liquidator  of  a 
company  sell  its  assets  to  a  trustee  for  himself  (o) . 
Promoters  also  stand  in  a  fiduciary  relation  to  the 
company  w^hich  they  promote ;  and  if  they  sell  their 
own  property  to  the  company  by  the  agency  of  them- 
selves acting  as  directors,  and  concealing  from  the 
shareholders  their  ownership  of  the  property  sold  or 
the  nature  of  their  interest  in  the  sale,  the  contract  is 
voidable  at  the  company's  option  accordingly  {p).  If, 
however,  persons  acquire  property  at  a  time  when  they 
do  not  stand  in  the  relation  of  promoters  to  any  con- 
templated company,  they  are  at  liberty  to  sell  that 
property  to  any  company  which  they  may  afterwards 
promote  {q)  :  but  in  order  that  such  a  sale  may  be  valid 
and  unimpeachable,  it  must  be  carried  out  through  the 
agency  of  an  independent  board  of  directors  informed 
of  the  promoters'  interests  and  capable  of  exercising  an 
unbiassed  judgment  as  to  the  terms  of  the   sale,    or, 


(X-)  Oliver  y.  Court,  8  Price,  127; 
above,  p.  881,  and  n.  {d). 

(1)  See  above,  pp.  880,  881. 

{m)  Aberdeen  liy.  Co.  v.  Blaihie, 
1  Macq.  461. 

(m)  Btcrland  v.  JEarle,  1902,  A. 
C.  83,  98,  99. 

(o)  Silkstone  and  Haigh  Moor 
Coal  Co.  V.  Edeij,  1900,  1  Ch.  167- 


{p)  Erlanger  v.  Xexv  Sombrero 
Fhosphate  Co.,  3  App.  Cas.  1218, 
1229,  1236,  1260  ;  Ee  Cape  Breton 
Co.,  29  Ch.  D.  795,  811  ;  Gluck- 
stein  V.  Barnes,  1900,  A.  C.  240; 
Be  Lady  Forrest,  ^-c.,  Ld.,  1901, 
1  Ch.  582,  589,  590. 

[q)  Governs  case,  1  Ch.  D.  182, 
187. 
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if  the  directors  Le  the  promoters  themselves  or  their 
nominees,  full  disclosure  must  be  made  to  the  share- 
holders of  the  promoters'  position  as  vendors  and  as 
directors  of  the  purchasing  company,  of  the  nature  of 
their  interests  in  the  property  which  they  sell  to  the 
company,  and  of  their  profit  (if  any)  on  the  sale  (>■). 

As  already  mentioned  (.s-) ,  in  every  instance  in  which 
a  person  exercising  an  authority  to  sell  or  purchase  stands 
in  a  fiduciary  relation  to  those  by  whom  or  on  whose 
behalf  the  authority  was  conferred,  the  rule,  that  he 
cannot  sell  to  or  buy  from  himself,  may  be  justified  on 
the  principle  that  he  shall  not  be  allowed  to  place  his 
own  interest  in  conflict  with  his  duty.     Even  in  these 
cases,  however,  the  rule  appears  to  rest,  at  bottom,  on 
the  ground  that  a  sale  or  purchase  by  the  authorised 
person  to  or  from  himself  is  no  contract  at  all,  and  is 
therefore  no  proper  exercise  of  the  authority.    Expressed  Application 
in  this  form,  the  rule  is  equally  applicable  where  the  where  the' 
person  exercising  the  authority  does  not  stand  in  a  fidu-  P.^T^J"  ^'^^^' 
ciary  relation  to  those  by  whom  or  on  whose  behalf  the  authority  is 
authority  was  conferred  {t).     Thus  it  governs,  not  only  fi|juciar 
the  case  of  a  mortgagee  exercising  his  powers  of  sale  (ii),  position. 
but  every  instance  in  which  a  person  entitled  to  a  charge 
on  any  property  is  invested  with  a  power  or  authority 
to  sell  the  property  in  order  to  realise  the  amount  of 
money  charged  (.r) .     And  the  reason  of  the  rule  aj^pears 
to  be  equally  applicable  to  the  exercise  of  any  authority 
to  2mrchase  land. 

The  rule  in  question  has  two  corollaries.     First,  that  Person  in- 
as  the  person  invested  with  an  authority  to  sell  or  pur-  an  authority 


to  sell  cannot 


(r)  See  Lagunas  Nitrate  Co.  v.  {t)  Above,  pp.  883 — 885. 

Lagunas    Syndicate,   1899,   2    Ch.  (?/)  Above,  pp.  345,  884. 

392  ;  and  cases  cited  in  note  {p),  {x)  Re  Bhije^s  Trusts,  1  Mac.  & 

above.  G.  488  ;  S.  C,  nom.  Lewis  v.  HiU- 

(«)  Above,  pp.  883,  884.  man,  3  H.  L.  C.  607,  628—630. 

15(2) 
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\vell  exercise  cliase  cannot  Well  exercise  it  by  selling  to  or  purchasing 
of  his  own  from  liimself,  so  also  lie  cannot  well  exercise  it  in 
aorent  in  the  favour  of  any  agent  employed  by  bim  to  conduct  or  act 
in  tbe  sale ;  for  tbe  agent  has  the  same  duties  as  the 
principal  in  the  matter  of  the  sale  (y),  and  their  per- 
Person  exer-  sonality  is  regarded  as  identical  (z) .  Secondly,  that 
authority  in  where  a  person  authorised  to  sell  or  pui'chase  land 
favour  of  an  contracts  with  an  independent  buyer  or  seller,  through 
party  through  whom  he  has  himself  an  interest  in  the  sale  opposed  to 
-R-hom  he  has   ^j^g  interest  of  his  principal,  then,  if  the  buyer  or  seller 

an  interest  m  ,  .  . 

the  sale.  have  notice  of  this  fact  and  of  the  consequent  conflict  of 

interest  and  duty,  the  onus  lies  on  him  of  proving  the 
fairness  of  the  transaction ;  and  the  sale  is  voidable,  at 
the  option  of  those  by  or  on  whose  behalf  the  authority 
was  conferred,  in  case  of  his  failure  to  discharge  the 
burthen  of  proof  {a).  For  example,  the  solicitor  or 
auctioneer  employed  to  conduct  a  sale  of  land  by  a 
person  selling  it  under  a  trust  for  or  power  of  sale 
cannot  become  the  purchaser  thereof  {b) .  And  where  a 
building  society  sells  land  in  exercise  of  a  mortgagee's 
power  of  sale,  and  the  secretary  or  a  member  of  the 
committee  of  the  society  has  taken  part  in  conducting 
the  sale,  he  cannot  purchase  the  land  under  an  exercise 
of  the  power  (<:■) .  The  first  corollary  is  not,  however, 
applicable  unless  the  purchaser  and  the  person  exercis- 
ing the  authority  stand  at  the  time  of  the  sale  in  the 
relation  of  agent  and  principal.  Thus,  if  a  solicitor  or 
other  agent  be  employed  in  a  proposed  sale  by  a  person 
exercising  an  authority  to  sell,  and  the  sale  prove  to  be 

(y)    Wliitcomh    V.    Minchin,    5  M.  &  G.  623  ;  Farrar  v.  Farrars, 

Madd.  91  ;  Re  Bloye's  Trusts,   1  Ld.,  40  Ch.  D.  395 ;    Hodson  v. 

Mac.  &  G.  488,  496  ;  S.  C,  nom.  Deans,  1903,  2  Ch.  647,  653. 

Lewis  V.  Hillman,  3  H.  L.  C.  607 ;  [h)  Bownes  v.  GrazebrooJc,  3  Mer. 

Martinson  v.    Clowes,   21    Ch.   D.  2m,  2m;  Re  Bloyc's  Trusts,  I  MsiC. 

857 ;    Farrar  v.  Farrars,  Ld.,  40  &  G.  488  ;    S.  C,  nom.  Lewis  v. 

Ch.  D.  395,  409 ;  Kodson  v.  Leans,  Llillman,  3  H.  L.  C.  607. 

1903,  2  Ch.  647.  (c)    Martinson    v.      Clowes,     21 

f.\  Ahnvr^  T,   9r,a  Ch.  D.  857  ;    affirmed,  52  L.  T. 

(z)  Above,  p.  2o9.  ^^g^    ^_    j^_  ^jgg^^  ^'^  .   ^^^^^^ 

(a)  Besse  v.  Briant,  6  De  G.       v.  Leans,  1903,  2  Ch.  647. 
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abortive,  and  the  relation  of  principal  and  agent  be  dis- 
solved, and  some  time  afterwards  the  former  agent  pur- 
chase the  property,  the  sale  is  not  t^oid  according  to  the 
rule  in  question,  though  it  is  voidable  in  case  the  pur- 
chaser took  any  unfair  advantage  of  his  former  position 
as  agent  and  the  onus  lies  on  him  of  proving  that  he 
did  not  {(l).     So  where  one  of  several  mortgagees,  who  Farrar  v. 
acted  as  their  solicitor,  promoted  a  company  to  buy  the    "'■'^"*' 
mortgaged  property  and  became  a  substantial  share- 
holder  therein,    and   the    company  then    bought   the 
property  from  the  mortgagees  selling  under  their  power 
of  sale,  it  was  held  that  the  sale,  being  made  to  the 
company,  a  distinct  and  independent  legal  personality, 
was  not  void  as  being  a  sale  to  the  solicitor  mortgagee 
himself.     It  was  however  considered  that,  in  view  of 
the  conflict  between  interest  and  duty  involved  in  the 
solicitor's  position  of   vendor  and   shareholder  in   the 
purchasing  company,  the  company  having  notice  thereof 
were  charged  with  the  biuihen  of  upholding  the  sale, 
as  against  the  mortgagors  seeking  to  redeem ;  though  in 
the  circumstances  the  sale  was  upheld  {e) .     This  illus- 
trates the  second  corollary.     In  like  manner,  where  a 
solicitor   authorised  by  one  of   his   clients  to  sell  the 
Ghent's  land  sold  it  to  another  of  his  clients,  for  whom 
he  acted  in  the  matter  of  the  purchase  and  the  pur- 
chaser had  notice  of  the  solicitor's  position,  it  was  held 
that  the  contract  was  not  specifically  enforceable  at  the 
pm-chaser's  suit  unless  he  could  prove  that  the  vendor 
was  at  no  disadvantage  and  the  transaction  was  fair  (/). 

As  above  stated  (?;),  if   the  instrument  creating  an  where  the 
authority  to  sell   or  purchase   expressly  or  impliedly  *^^[t™oj!ity^^ 

{d)  Nutt  V.  Easton,  1899,  1  Ch.  {e)  Farrar  v.  Farrars,  Zd.,  40 

873,  878,  afBrmed  on  the  ground  Ch.  D.  395. 

of  laches,   1900     1    Ch    29  -Be  ^^^^^  ^_  ^^            g  ^^  ^ 

Boles  andBrihs^i  Land  Co.  s  Con-  ^^^  ^^   3^3  ;  see  above,  p.  887. 

tract,  1902,  1  Ch.  244 ;  see  above,  '                   '  ^ 

pp.  879,  880.  iff)  Above,  p.  883. 
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given. 


allow  of  its  permit  tlie  person,  to  whom  the  authority  is  given,  to 
SeTinfavour  ^G  himself  the  purchaser  or  vendor,  the  case  is  taken 
of  the  person,  q^^  of  the  general  rule  ;  and  he  may  well  sell  to  or  buy 
to  whom  it  is  ^^^^^  iiii3iself  in  exercise  of  the  power  {h).  Thus  trustees 
for  sale  appointed  by  will  are  sometimes  authorised  to 
become  the  purchasers  of  the  trust  property  (i).  And 
directors  of  a  company  are  frequently  authorised  by  the 
articles  of  association  to  contract  with  the  company, 
provided  that  their  interest  in  such  contract  be  dis- 
closed (A-).  But,  of  course,  in  every  case  in  which  a 
person  invested  with  an  authority  to  sell  or  purchase  is 
specially  empowered  to  be  himself  the  purchaser  or 
vendor,  the  terms  of  the  special  power  must  be  strictly 
observed;  if  not,  the  general  rule  will  prevail  (/). 

We  have  seen  {)n)  that  any  trustee,  notwithstanding 
that  he  be  a  trustee  for  sale,  may  purchase  the  whole  or 
any  part  of  the  beneficial  interest  in  the  trust  property 
from  his  cestui-gue-tnisfs,  subject  to  the  rule  governing 
this  particular  kind  of  contract  and  explained  above  (;?). 
But  of  course  an  effective  purchase  of  this  kind  can 
only  be  made  of  the  interests  of  such  of  the  cestui-que- 
tnists  as  are  sui  juris  (o).  A  trustee  for  sale  may  also 
be  allowed  to  purchase  the  trust  property  by  leave  of 
the  High  Court  or  another  Court  of  competent  jurisdic- 
tion {p).     Where  all  the  cestui-que-f rusts  are  absolutely 


Pui'cliase  of 
the  trust  pro- 
perty by  a 
trustee  for 
sale  from  his 
cestui-que- 
trusts;  or 


by  leave  of 
the  Court. 


(A)  Beaden  v.  King,  9  Hare, 
499,  519,  520;  Boycev.  Eclbroohe, 
1903,  1  Ch.  836,  846,  847. 

(i)  Davidson,  Free.  Conv. 
Vol.  IV.  p.  84,  n.,  3rd  ed. 

lie)  See  Imperial  Ilercantile 
Credit  Asson.  v.  Coleman,  L.  R. 
6  Ch.  558  ;  reversed,  L.  R.  6 
H.  L.  189,  on  the  ground  that 
disclosure  was  not  duly  made  ; 
Costa  liica  Rij.  Co.  v.  Foricood, 
1901,  1  Ch.  746. 

{Ij  Consider  the  cases  cited  in 
the  previous  note  ;  and  the  case 
of  promoters  of  a  company,  above, 
p.  890. 


(;«)  Above,  p.  878. 

(«)  Above,  p.  879. 

(o)  See  Franks  v.  BoUans,  L.  R. 
3  Ch.  717. 

{p)  The  County  Courts  have 
the  equitable  jiu'isdiction  of  the 
High  Court  in  proceedings  for 
the  execution  of  trusts,  where 
the  trust  estate  does  not  exceed 
the  value  of  500/. ;  stat.  51  &  52 
Vict.  c.  43,  s.  57;  and  the  Courts 
of  Chancery  of  the  counties  pala- 
tine of  Lancaster  and  Durham 
exercif-e  equitable  jurisdiction  ; 
see  Wms.  Real  Prop.  193,  270, 
n.  (p),  19th  ed. 
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entitled  and  sui  juris,  and  it  is  proposed  that  their 
trustee  for  sale  shall  purchase  the  trust  property,  it  is 
for  them  to  decide  whether  he  shall  be  allowed  to  do 
so  ;  and  if  application  be  made  to  the  Court  to  execute 
the  trust  for  sale,  the  Court  will  not  in  the  first  instance 
give  leave  for  the  trustee  to  bid  at  the  sale,  or  to 
purchase,  against  the  wishes  of  any  of  those  beneficially 
entitled.  If  however  it  prove  impossible  to  sell  the 
estate  to  anyone  else  for  so  good  a  price  as  the  trustee 
offers,  the  Court  may  then  sanction  the  purchase  (17). 
Where  any  of  the  cestni-qKC-trHsfs  are  infants  or  other- 
wise under  disability  (;•),  or  are  unborn  or  unascertained 
persons,  the  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  give  leave  on  their 
behalf  for  the  trustee  for  sale  to  be  himself  the  pur- 
chaser :  but  such  leave  will  not  be  given  unless  it  be 
shown  that  the  trust  property  cannot  be  so  advanta- 
geously disposed  of  to  any  other  person  (s) .  It  appears  Position  of 
that,  where  leave  is  given  by  the  Court  for  a  trustee  to  f^^  buvi°Do- 
bid  at  a  sale  by  the  Court  or  to  piu-chase  the  trust  by  leave  of 
property,  he  is  placed  in  the  same  position  as  any  other 
purchaser  [f),  and  the  sale  is  not  voidable  for  mere  non- 
disclosure by  him  of  all  facts  within  his  knowledge 
affecting  the  value  of  the  property.  But  if,  on  the 
application  to  obtain  such  leave,  the  trustee  intentionally 
withhold  information  which  he  has  acquired  and  which 
tends  to  enhance  the  value  of  the  property,  such  conduct 
is  fraudulent,  and  the  sale  would  be  voidable  accord- 
ingly {11) .  Trustees  for  the  purchase  of  land  may  in  Trustees  for 
like  manner  and  subject  to  similar  conditions  sell  their  ^'"^^^  ^^^' 
own  land  to  their  ccstui-que-triists   (and  not  to  them- 


{q)  Expte.  James,  8  Ves.  337,  L.  R.  4  Ch.  537,  547. 
352,  353;   Tennant  v.   Trencliard,  ,,■.    .,  „„. 

L.  R.  4  Ch.  537,  545-547.  (')  ^^°^^'  P"  ^^*- 

(r)  See    above,    pp.    794,    803,  (?<)  See   BoswcU    v.    Coaks,    23 

804,  848.  Ch.  D.  302 ;  reversed,  27  Ch.  D. 

is)  Camphell  v.   Walker,  5  Ves.  424;  and  restored,  11  App.  Cas. 

678,    681;    Fanner  v.    Dean,    32  232,   235—237,  210;   above,  pp. 

Beav.  327  ;  Tennant  v.  Trenchard,  686,  687. 
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selves)  (,r),  or  may  buy  the  same  for  the  trust  with  the 
leave  of  the  Court  {y) . 


Eights  of 
tlie  persons 
injured  by 
the  imjjroper 
exercise  of 
an  authority 
to  sell  or 
purchase. 


Affirmation 
may  be 
express  or 
implied. 


"Where  the 
person  autho- 


Where  one  invested  with  an  authority  to  sell  or 
purchase  in  effect  sells  to  or  buys  from  himself,  the 
persons  by  or  on  whose  behalf  the  authority  was  con- 
ferred have  the  option  of  affirming  or  avoiding  the 
transaction ;  and  if  they  elect  to  affirm  it,  the  person 
authorised  is  firmly  bound  and  cannot  maintain,  as 
against  them,  that  the  purported  exercise  of  his 
authority  was  void  (s) .  As  in  the  case  of  a  conveyance 
induced  by  fraud  or  undue  influence  («),  affirmation  of 
the  transaction  may  be  either  express,  or  implied  from 
the  acts  of  the  parties  {h)  ;  as  from  long  inaction  [c],  or 
in  the  case  of  a  purchase  from  using  the  land  as  their 
own,  after  they  have  become  aware  of  the  facts  entitling 
them  to  set  the  sale  aside  {d).  But  no  inaction  or  user 
can  be  evidence  of  an  intention  to  affirm  the  trans- 
action, so  long  as  the  injured  parties  had  no  knowledge 
of  the  facts  giving  rise  to  the  right  to  rescind  {e) .  When 
the  sale  has  been  once  affirmed,  either  expressly  or 
impliedly,  it  cannot  afterwards  be  set  aside  (/).  If  the 
injured  parties  choose  to  avoid  the  transaction,  their 
rights  vary  according  as  the  person,  to  whom  the 
authority  was  given,  did  or  did  not  stand  in  a  fiduciary 
relation  to  them,  and  according  as  the  authority  were 
for  sale  or  purchase.     In  the  case  of  an  authority  given 


(.f)  Above,  p.  878,  and  n.  {p). 

{y)  Lewin  on  Trusts,  439,  6th 
ed. ;  583,  llth  ed. 

(3)  Expte.  Hughes,  6  Ves.  617, 
623—625. 

{a)  Above,  pp.  7M,  745,  767. 

(i)  Morse  V.  Royal,  12  Ves.  355. 

{c)  Gregory  v.  Gregory,  G.  Coop. 
201,  Jac.  631  ;  Baker  v.  Read,  18 
Beav.  398,  3  W.  R.  118  ;  and  see 
Harcotirt  v.  White,  28  Beav.  303, 
309—311. 

[d]  Re  Cape  Breton  Co.,  29  Ch. 


D.  795  ;  Ladywell  Mining  Co.  v. 
Brookes,  35  Ch.  D.  400  ;  Re  Lady 
Forrest  Mine,  1901,  1  Ch.  582. 

[e]  Randall  v.  Errington,  10 
Ves.  423  ;  Chalmcr  v.  Bradley,  1 
J.  &  W.  51,  67,  68  ;  Charter  v. 
Trevelyan,  11  CI.  &  Fin.  714,  738, 
739,  740;  Life  Association  of  Scot- 
land V.  Siddal,  3  De  G.  F.  &  J. 
58,  74,  77  ;  De  Bussche  v.  Alt,  8 
Ch.  D.  286,  314  ;  above,  p.  767, 
and  n.  {t). 

(f)  See  last  note  but  one  ; 
above,  p.  745. 
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to  a  person  in  a  fiduciary  position  to  sell  land,  the  rised  is  in  a 
injured  parties  may  claim  to  have  either  a  reconveyance  position"^  and 
to  them  or  a  resale  for  theu*  benefit  of  the  property  in  the  authority 

is  to  sell, 

question,  or  if  the  trustee  for  sale  have  disposed  of  the 
land  or  any  part  thereof  to  a  purchaser,  from  whom  it 
cannot  be  recovered,  they  may  claim  to  make  the 
trustee  accountable  with  interest  at  four  per  cent,  {g) 
for  any  profit  realised  by  him  on  such  re-sale  or  else  for 
the  true  value  of  the  land  over  and  above  the  price 
paid  on  the  attempted  sale  to  himself  (//).  And  where 
the  land  has  been  so  resold,  the  injured  parties  are 
entitled  to  an  inquiry  as  to  the  true  value  of  the  land 
when  sold  by  the  trustee  to  himself  and  as  to  the  profits 
realised  on  the  resale,  and  may  make  the  trustee  account 
with  interest  for  the  profits  realised  by  him  or  for  the 
diflPerence  between  the  true  value  and  the  price  at 
which  he  affected  to  take  over  the  estate,  as  may  be 
most  beneficial  to  them  (/?) .  Where  a  reconveyance  is 
claimed,  the  trustee  for  sale  must  account  on  the  footing 
of  wilful  default,  but  without  interest,  for  all  rents  and 
profits  received  or  receivable  by  him  since  the  sale,  and 
he  will  be  charged  with  an  occupation  rent  for  any  part 
of  the  property,  of  which  he  has  been  himself  in  pos- 
session :  but  he  may  claim  the  return  of  his  purchase 
money  with  interest  at  four  per  cent,  and  an  allowance 
for  necessary  outgoings  and  substantial  improvements 
and  repairs  {k) .  If  a  resale  be  desired,  it  will  be 
ordered  conditionally  on  the  trustee  for  sale  being 
obliged  to  adhere  to  his  purchase  in  case  the  price 
obtained  on  the  resale  be  less  than  what  he  gave  for  the 
land  (/).      If   the   land  fetch   a   higher  price  on  the 

[g)  Above,  p.  752,  n.  (r).  8  Ves.  337,  351  ;  Randall  v.  Er- 

[h)  Fox  V.  Mackreth,  2  Bro.  C.  rington,  10  Ves.  423. 

C.  400,  420,  421,    2  Cox,   320—  „,   „                   .,   ,  . 

322  ;  Hall  v.  Hallct,  1  Cox,  134,  ^^1  ^^e  cases  cited  m  previous 

139  ;  Hardioicke  v.  Vernon,  4  Ves.  ^P*?  '    Sdkstone  and  Saigh  Moor 

411 ;  Expte.  Reynolds,  5  Ves.  707 ;  ^"''^  ^°-  ^-  ^'^''J'  ^^^^'  ^  ^^-  ^^^■ 

Expte.  Hughes,  6  Ves.  617;  Expte.  {I)  Expte.  Reynolds,  5  Ves.  707; 

Lacey,  ib.  625,  630  ;  Expte.  James,  Exj)te.  Hughes,  6  Ves.  617;  Expte. 
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resale,  the  trustee  may  claim  to  be  recouped  thereout 
all  sums  expended  by  him  in  necessary  outgoings  and 
substantial  improvements    or    repairs:    but    he    must 
account,  as  in  the  case  of  reconveyance,  for  all  rents  and 
profits   received   or    receivable    by  him    prior  to   the 
Wliere  the       resale  (/).     Where  there  is  no  fiduciary  relation  between 
Sl/no?i^  the  person  on  whom  the  authority  was  conferred  and 
a  fiduciary       those  by  whom  or  on  whose  behalf  it  was  given,  it  does 
position.  ^^^  appear  that  the  latter  can  insist  on  resale  if  they 

elect  to  set  the  transaction  aside  ;  their  rights  appear  to 
be  confined  to  claiming  a  reconveyance  on  such  terms  as 
they  would  be  entitled  to  demand  it,  if  the  transaction 
had  never  taken  place.  Thus,  if  they  be  mortgagors 
and  the  mortgagee  has  sold  to  himself  in  attempted 
exercise  of  his  power  of  sale,  their  right  is  to  redeem, 
that  is,  to  demand  a  reconveyance  on  payment  of 
principal  and  interest  due  on  the  mortgage  debt,  and 
costs  [m).  And  the  mortgagee,  having  in  fact  taken 
possession  under  colour  of  a  sale  to  himself,  is  liable  to 
account  as  a  mortgagee  in  possession  and  on  the  footing 
of  wilful  default  for  all  rents  and  profits  actually  re- 
ceived or  possibly  receivable  by  him  in  respect  of  the 
mortgaged  property:  but  he  does  not  incur  the  same 
liability  exactly  as  a  trustee  for  sale.  Thus,  where  the 
mortgagee  being  in  possession  under  a  coloui^able  sale 
has  resold  the  whole  or  a  part  of  the  property  to  a  pur- 
chaser, from  whom  it  cannot  be  recovered,  he  is  of 
coui^se  chargeable  with  the  actual  price  received  on  the 
resale :  but  if  he  resold  at  a  loss,  or  at  an  undervalue, 
he  is  not  chargeable  (as  a  trustee  would  be  («))  with 
the  difference  between  the  actual  price  obtained  on  the 
resale  and  the  true  value  of  the  property  at  the  time 

Zaccy,  ib.   625  ;  Rvpte.  James,   8  607,  631  sq. ;    National  Bank  of 

Ves.  337.  Australasia  v.    United,   ^-c.   Co.,  4 

(l)  Ibid  App.    Cas.    391  ;     3Iartinson     v. 

(in)  See   Re   Bloye's    Trusts,    1  Cioices,  21  Ch.  D.  857,  861,  862  ; 

Mac.  &  G.  488,  503  sq. ;  S.   C,  Moclson  v.  Deans,  1903,  2  Cb.  647. 

nom!  Zetvis  v.  Hillman,  3  H.  L.  C.  (»)  Above,  p.  897. 
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when  he  purchased  it  for  himself,  hut  can  only  he  made 
to  account  for  the  difference  between  the  price  at 
which  he  actually  resold  and  that  for  which  he  might, 
but  for  his  wilful  default  or  negligence,  have  sold  the 
property  to  the  sub-purchaser  (o) . 

A  sale  of  land  made,  in  exercise  of  an  authority  to  Within  what 
sell,  by  the  person  so  authorised  to  or  in  trust  for  him-  ^ay  be  set 
self,  is  voidable  hy  all  persons,  who  may  succeed  to  the  ^si<ie- 
estate  or  right  of  those  by  whom  or  on  whose  behalf  the 
authority  was  conferred  ( i)) .     And  so  long  as  the  sale  Prior  to_ 
rests  in  contract  only  and  has  not  been  completed  by  ^°™P^^°°- 
convej^ance,  it  is  voidable  agaimt  all  persons,  who  claim 
under  it,  whether  gratuitously  or  for  value,  and  whether 
with  or  without  notice  of  the  facts  avoiding  the  sale  (</) . 
After  the  contract  has  been  completed,  the  extent  of  Aftercom- 

.     .  -I  ,•      1      •    ^  1    I  ^•    p  •  T  pletion,  the 

the  mjm-ed  parties   right  to  rehef  varies  according  as  extent  of  the 
they  themselves  concurred  in  the  conveyance  or  as  the  "^Iq^^^^^^^^q 
land  were  assured  by  the  authorised  person  alone,  in  the  manner  of 
professed  exercise  of  his  authority.     In  the  former  case  ^^y^y^uce. 
the  injured   persons   have   themselves   conveyed  away 
their  own  estates  and  given  an  apparent  and,  to  some 
extent,  a  real  consent  to  the  sale  ;  though  they  might 
not   have   so   consented   if   they  had   known  the  true 
facts  (/•).     The  conveyance  is  therefore  not  altogether 
void  :  although,  if  the  conveying  parties  were  aware  of 
the  facts,  the  assurance  may  be  voidable  as  a  sale  by 
ccstid-que-tnist  to  trustee,  or  by  principal  to  agent,  or 
on  similar  grounds  (.s)  ;  and  if  the  facts  were  fraudu- 
lently concealed,  it  will  be  voidable  as  a  conveyance 
induced  by  fraud  {t).     In  either  instance,  the  conveying 

(o)  National  Bcmlc  of  Australasia       and  see  Re  Fahncr^s,  S;c.  Co.,  1904, 
V.    United,   ^-c.  Co.,   4  App.  Gas.       2  Ch.  743. 

391    410-412.  (r)  See  above,  p.  674. 

ip)  Randall    v.    Ernngton,     10  )'  '^ 

Ves    423  ;    Charter  v.   Trevcl,/an,  i^  Above,  pp.  878-881,  890. 

11    CI.    &  Ein.    713  ;    £aih'i/   v.  (t)   Charter  v.  Trevchjan,  11  CI. 

Barnes,  1894,  1  Ch.  25.  &  Fin.  714  ;  Lewis  v.  Killman,  3 

{(l)  Above,  pp.  675,  883,  n.  (/) ;  H.  L.  C.  607,  630. 
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parties,  having  by  their  own  act  parted  with  all  their 
estate,  have  only  a  bare  right  of  action  in  equity  to 
set  aside  the  sale.     This   may  be  successfully  asserted 
against  the  purchaser  and  his  trustee  or  nominee,  their 
representatives  in  law,  and  all  other  persons  who  may 
succeed  to   their   estate,   either   gratuitously,   with   or 
without  notice  of  the  facts  Invalidating  the  sale  (?<),  or 
for  value,  but  with  notice  of  those  facts  (.r)  :  but  such 
a  right  is  of  no  avail  against   any   person  claiming 
under  the  conveyance  as  purchaser  for  value  without 
notice  of  the  impropriety  of  the  sale,  whether  he  has 
acquired  a  legal  or  only  an  equitable  interest  in  the 
land  (//) .     If,  however,  the  contract  were  completed  by 
a  conveyance  made  by  the  person  authorised  to  sell  in 
professed  exercise  of  his  authority  to  assm-e  the  land  on 
sale,  then,  as  the  transaction  is  altogether  void  in  equity 
as  an  exercise  of  the  authority  (^),  the  equitable  estate 
or   interest   authorised   to   be   conveyed    never   passes 
away  from  those  persons  by  whom  or  on  whose  behalf 
the  authority  was  given  {a).     Their  right  in  this  case, 
therefore,  is  no  bare  right  of  action  to  set  aside  a  con- 
veyance made  by  themselves,  but  is  the  right  incident 
to  the  ownership  of  the  equitable  estate  in  the  land  to 
recover  possession,  when  wrongfully  ousted.     It  follows 
that,  if  after  such  conveyance  the  whole  or  any  part  of 
the  property  have  been  disposed  of  to  a  sub-purchaser 
for   value   without    notice   of    the   facts   avoiding   the 
original  sale,  he  is  only  entitled  to  retain  the  property, 
as  against  the    parties  injured  by   the    original   sale, 
in  case  he  has  acquired  a   legal  estate   or   interest  in 
the    land.      If    his   interest   be   equitable   only,   they 

(m)    Charter    v.     Trevehjan,    11  n.  (j»). 
CI.  &  Fin.  714.  (~)  Above,  pp.  884,  885. 

,  p,  [a)  See    Rcoidall   v.    Errington, 

{x)  CooksoH  Y.  Zee,  2^Ij.  J.  Lh.  ^q   y^^^   ^^3  .    j^atlonal  Bank  of 

■^'"^*  Australasia  v.    United,  ^-c.   Co.,  4 

(y)  See   above,   pp.    674    and      App.  Cas.  391  ;  Sailey  v.  Barnes, 
n.   (a),   746,    747,  767,  787,  and       1894,  1  Ch.  25. 
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can  recover  the  property  from  liim,  and  tlie  plea  of 
purchase  for  value  without  notice  will  afford  him  no 
defence  {b).  But  if  the  authority  given  Avere  ostensibly 
exercised  in  favour  of  some  other  than  the  person 
authorised,  and  the  sub-purchaser  had  no  notice,  at  the 
time  when  he  himself  purchased  an  equitable  interest, 
of  the  facts  avoiding  the  original  sale,  he  may  after- 
wards get  in  the  legal  estate  from  any  one,  who  can 
and  will  convey  it  to  him  without  breach  of  trust ;  and 
he  will  then  be  entitled,  under  the  doctrine  of  tacking.  Tacking, 
to  exclude  those  seeking  to  set  aside  the  original 
sale  ((■). 

The  distinction  above  pointed  out  {d)  may  be  illus-  illustration 
trated  by  the  following  examples  : — If  an  estate  agent  ?t  ^^f  '^^^* 
authorised  to  sell  his  principal's  land  covertly  purchase 
it  himself  through  the  interposition  of  a  third  party  as 
his  nominee,  and  the  sale  be  completed  by  a  conveyance 
from  the  jyrincijxil  to  the  nominee,  the  agent's  interest 
in  the  purchaser  not  being  disclosed,  the  conveyance  is 
voidable  by  the  principal  and  his  successors  in  interest 
as  having  been  induced  by  the  agent's  fraud  (e).  But 
the  principal,  having  parted  with  his  estate  in  the  land 


{b)  National  Banlc  of  Austral-  aside    without  prejudice  to  the 

asia   V.    United,  %e.   Co.,  4  App.  interests   of    lessees    and    others 

Cas.  391,  407  ;  Bailey  v.  Barnes,  who  might  have  contracted  bond 

1894,    1    Ch.    25.      These   cases,  Jide  with  the  person   purporting 

it   is    submitted,    recognise    and  to  purchase ;    and   this  case  has 

illustrate  the  true  principle  ap-  been     cited    as     establishing     a 

plicable ;    Avhich   is,  that  where  similar    rule    in    English    law  ; 

there  is  a  fraud  on  a  power,  the  Lewia     on    Trusts,     429,     430, 

exercise  of  the  authority  is  alto-  6th    ed. ;     571,    573,    11th     ed. 

void,    even     as     against  But  it  is  submitted  that  this  was 


persons    claiming    under    it    as  a  mistake. 

purchasers    for    value    in     good  i  \    -n  -i             t,             •,^„,     , 

faith,  imless  they  can  claim  the  ^,H,?«*^''^   ^:   ^f«^*'    1^94,    1 

protection   of    the   legal   estate;  X\r^''\  ?^%^Jfo  <?"'""  y.  rowhs, 

Baubemi  v.  Cockhmi,  1  Mer.  626  ;  ?  ^-  ^^-  ^^l '   ^  ^""^  ^-  ^  ''«'*?' 

Sug.    Pow.    616,     8th    ed.       It  ^.V^li^'l-of  \Lq        ""' ^P' ^^^' 

should  be  noted,  however,  that  '^^^'  ^^O-^^S,  498. 

in  the  old   Scotch  case  of    York  W  Above,  p.  899. 

Buildings  Co.  v.  Mackenzie,  8  Bro.  (e)   Charter  v.  Trevehjan,  11  CI. 

P.  C.  42,   70,  the  sale  was  set  &  Ein.  714. 
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The  legal 
estate  may 
not  always 
pass  on  a  sale 
by  a  person 
exercising  an 
authority  to 
sell  to  a 
nominee  for 
his  own 
benefit. 


bj  liis  own  act  and  consent,  is  left  with  a  bare  right  of 
action  in  equity  to  set  aside  the  conveyance,  and  this  is 
not  available  against  anij  persoii  claiming  under  the 
conveyance  as  purchaser  for  value  without  notice  of  the 
facts  invalidating  the  conveyance  (/) .  Where,  how^ever, 
land  is  vested  in  a  trustee  for  sale  and  he  sells  and 
conveys  it  to  a  nominee  for  his  own  benefit,  the  legal 
estate  indeed  passes  to  the  nominee,  but  the  equitable 
interest  still  remains  in  the  cestui-que-t rusts,  and  can  be 
asserted  by  them  as  against  all  persons  who  have  sub- 
sequently taken  the  trustee's  estate,  except  only  those 
who  have  acquired  a  legal  estate  or  interest  in  the  land 
as  purchasers  for  value  without  notice  of  the  facts 
avoiding  the  original  sale  {g).  So,  where  a  mortgagee 
in  attempted  exercise  of  his  power  of  sale  sells  and 
conveys  the  mortgaged  land  to  a  nominee  for  himself, 
the  mortgagor  is  entitled  to  redeem  against  all  persons 
claiming  under  the  sale  as  purchasers  for  value  without 
notice  of  its  invalidity,  but  having  only  an  equitable 
estate  or  interest  in  the  land  (/;). 

Here  it  may  be  noticed  that,  if  an  authority  to  sell 
land  be  exercised  by  a  sale  to  a  nominee  for  the  benefit 
of  the  person  authorised,  and  the  sale  be  completed  by 
the  execution  of  a  mere  power  (strictly  so  called)  to 
convey  the  land,  the  nominee  may  not  in  some  cases 
obtain  the  legal  estate.  He  will  obtain  it  if  at  law  the 
terms  of  the  power  have  been  complied  with  (/)  :  but 
otherwise  not  (Ji).  For  instance,  it  appears  to  be  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  the  valid  exercise  at  law  of  the 
power  of  sale  and  conveyance  given  to  a  tenant  for  life 


(/)  Above,  pp.  674  and  n.  («), 
746,  747,  767,  787  and  n.  (p), 
900. 

(ff)  Randall  v.  Ernnijton,  10 
Ves.  423,  429,  where  the  sub- 
sale  had  obviously  been  com- 
pleted by  conveyance. 


(h)  National  Bank  of  Austral- 
asia V.  United,  ^r.  Co.,  4  App. 
Gas.  391,  407  ;  Baileij  v.  Barnes, 
1894,  1  Ch.  25. 

(i)  Above,  p.  885. 

{k)  Above,  pp.  302,  307. 
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by  the  Settled  Land  Act,  1882,  that  the  sale  shall  be 
made  at  the  best  price  that  can  reasonably  be  obtained  (/). 
So,  if  he  wore  to  sell  at  an  undervalue  to  a  nominee  for 
himself,  it  appears  that  the  legal  estate  would  not  pass 
by  his  conveyance  in  attempted  exercise  of  the  statutory 
power  {»/).  And  it  is  thought  that  a  sub-purchaser 
from  the  nominee  could  be  in  no  better  position,  not- 
withstanding that  he  bought  without  notice  of  the  facts 
avoiding  the  original  sale  {n). 

The  same  principles  apply  in  the  case  of  an  authority  Terms  of 
to  buy  land  exercised  by  a  purchase  of  the  authorised  the  sa?e  where 
person's  own  property.     Those  who  gave  the  authority,  the  authority 
or   their  successors  in  interest,  have  the   right  to  set  chase, 
aside  the  sale  and  to  claim  repayment  of  the  purchase 
money  with  interest  at  4  per  cent.,  but  must  themselves 
re-convey  the  land  and  account  for  the  rents  and  profits 
received  during  their  possession  of  it  (o) ,     It  appears,  where  entire 
however,  that,  as  in  the  case  of  a  purchase  induced  by  festitution 

'  '  -■-  _         .  "^    IS  impossible 

fraud  {j?) ,  the  purchase  cannot  be  set  aside  if  by  the  through  the 
purchaser's  own  act  it  has  become  impossible  for  him  to  p°j.^°  i^jurefj 
make  entu-e  restitution  of  the  land  (q).  Thus,  where  he 
has  sold  the  whole  or  a  substantial  part  of  the  land  (r), 
or  has  extensively  worked  mines  thereunder  {q),  he  can 
no  longer  claim  to  have  the  purchase  set  aside.  But  it 
is  not  every  act  of  waste  or  deterioration  that  will 
prevent  the  rescission  of  the  transaction  ;  if  the  conse- 
quent alteration  of  the  property  may  be  justly  com- 
pensated by  a  money  payment,  a  Court  of  Equity  will 


{l)  Above,  pp,  308,  334.  case  be  made  out  against  him  ; 

{))i)  See  above,  pp.  308,  334 —  see  above,  p.  753. 

336,  and  notes  [f),  [b).  {p)  Above,  pp.  745,  746. 

(«)  Above,  p.  336  and  n.  {().  {q)  Erianr/cr  v.    Neio   Sombrero 

[o)  New  Sombrero  PJiosphate  Co.  Fhosphate  Co.,  3  App.  Gas.  1218, 

V.   Erlangcr,   5  Ch.  D.    73,    125 ;  1278  ;     Lagnnas    Nitrate    Co.    v. 

affirmed,  3  App.  Gas.   1218.     It  Lagunas   Syndicate,    1899,    2   Ch. 

appears  that  the  purchaser  is  not  392,  416,  423,  433,  456,  463,  464. 

liable  to  account  on  the  fooling  (r)    Re    Cape    Breton    Co.,    29 

of  wilful  default,  except  a  special  Ch.  D.  795. 
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Where  the 
act  was  done 
in  ignorance 
of  the  facts 
which  entitled 
him  to 
rescind. 


"Where  the 
act  was  done 
witli  know- 
ledge of  such 
facts. 


Actual  fraud 
of  the  agent. 


nevertheless  order  the  purchase  to  he  set  aside  on  the 
terms  of  the  purchaser  paying  compensation  accord- 
ingly (>•).  Where  a  man,  exercising  an  authority  to 
purchase  vested  in  him  in  a  fiduciary  capacity,  has 
covertly  bought  property,  which  is  really  his  own,  and 
the  persons  who  gave  the  authority  have  by  their  own 
act,  done  in  ignorance  of  the  impropriety  of  the  pur- 
chase, made  it  impossible  for  them  to  offer  entire  resti- 
tution, it  appears  that  they  may  nevertheless  recover 
compensation  from  him  for  any  loss  which  they  have 
suffered  through  his  breach  of  trust.  Thus,  if  the 
property  were  not  fairly  worth  the  price  paid  for  it, 
they  might,  it  is  thought,  recover  the  difference  between 
the  real  value  and  the  price  (s).  But  where  an  agent 
for  purchase,  without  fraudulent  intent,  hujs  land  for 
his  principal,  which  he  had  himself  acquired  before 
the  commencement  of  the  agency,  and  the  principal 
becomes  aw^are  of  the  agent's  interest  and  afterwards 
sells  the  land  or  works,  as  his  own  property,  mines 
thereunder,  then  the  principal,  acting  with  knowledge 
of  the  facts,  has  in  effect  affirmed  the  purchase  (/) ;  and 
in  this  case  he  cannot,  it  appears,  treat  the  agent  as 
having  been  a  trustee  of  the  land  for  his  benefit  as 
from  the  time  when  the  agent  acquired  it,  and  so  make 
the  agent  accountable  for  any  profit  he  has  realised  on 
the  sale(;0-  If,  however,  the  agent's  conduct  were 
actually  fraudulent,  the  principal  would  be  entitled  to 


(>•)  See  note  (</),  above. 

(s)  See  Ee  Ambrose,  ^-c.  Co.,  14 
Ch.  D.  390,  394  ;  lie  Cape  Breton 
Co.,  29  Ch.  D.  795,  811;  S.  C, 
nom.  Bcntinch  v.  Term,  12  App. 
Cas.  652,  659  ;  of.  above,  p.  897. 

(<)  Above,  p.  896  ;  C.  A., 
Lydney,  ^c.  Co.  v.  Bird,  33  Ch.  D. 
85,  94 ;  CoUins,  L.  J.,  lie  Olijmpia, 
Ld.,  1898,  2  Ch.  153,  179. 

{ii)  Great  Luxembourg  Jii/.  Co. 
V.  Magnay,  25  Beav.  586 ;  Kimber 
V.  Barber,  L.  R.  8  Ch.  56,  57,  n., 
59  ;    Cairns,  C,  Erlanger  v.  New 


Sombrero  Phosphate  Co.,  3  App. 
Cas.  1218,  1235,  1238,  1242;  Be 
Cape  Breton  Co.,  2G  Ch.  D.  221 ; 
29  Ch.  D.  795;  affirmed  on  other 
grounds,  nom.  Beniiiick  v.  Fenn, 
12  App.  Cas.  652  ;  Ladyu-ell 
Milling  Co.  v.  Brookes,  35  Ch.  D. 
400  ;  Lagunas  Nitrate  Co.  v. 
Lagunas  Syndicate,  1899,  2  Ch. 
392  ;  Re  Lady  Forrest  Mine,  1901, 
1  Ch.  582 ;  Biirland  v.  Earle, 
1902,  A.  C.  83,  87,  98,  99  ;  but 
see  Re  Ohjmpia,  Ld.,  1898,  2  Ch. 
153,  170,  178,  179. 
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affirm  the  purchase  and  at  the  same  time  to  claim  com- 
pensation for  any  loss  he  had  incurred  (.r) ;  and  where  a 
trustee  or  a  common  agent  for  purchase  covertly  buys 
his  own  land  for  the  cedui-que-trmt,  not  disclosing  his 
own  interest  in  the  transaction,  such  concealment  is  of 
itself  sufficient  evidence  of  fraud  (y).     Where  an  agent  Agent  for 

p,         ,■■       purcliaso 

for  purchase  buys  land  on  his  own  account  alter  tne  (.clUng  tis 
agency  has  been  constituted,  and  affects  in  exercise  of  5^Q\^,,ij\''g\jjpe 
his  authority  to  purchase  that  land  for  his  principal,  at  the  agency 
an  increased  price,  he  is  of  course  accountable  to  the  *^°™ 
principal  for  any  profit  he  has  made,  having  been  in 
effect  a  trustee  of   the  land  from  the  time  when  he 
bought  it  (::) . 

"Where  on  a  sale  of   land  the  purchaser  has  notice  Title  derived 
from  the   abstract   or    otherwise  («),  that   the   vendor  conveyance 
derives  title  tlirough  a  sale  or  other  conveyance  made  ^P?"^*?  *^^^f 
in  favour   of   one  occupying    a   position,  from   which  undue  influ- 
undue  influence   would  be  implied  (^<),  or   made  of  a  b^mY^y^^jJc-^ 
cestiii-que-trusfs   interest  in  the  trust  property  to  his  trust  to 
trustee  (c),  the  purchaser's  advisers  should  point  out  the 
consequent  objection  (d)  to  the  title   and  require   the 
vendor  to  furnish  evidence  that  the  circumstances  and 
terms  of  the  apparently  objectionable  transaction  were 
such  as  to  render  it  perfectly  valid  {e).     If  the  vendor 
can  produce  such  evidence,  the  purchaser  will  have  to 
accept  the  title  on  that  point;  for  when  such  an  objec- 
tion has  been  so  removed,  the  Cornet  does  not  consider 
the  title  too  doubtful  to  be  forced  upon  an  unwilling 

(x)  Above,  pp.  723,  729,    739,  also  Re  Olympia,  Ld.,  1898,  2  Ch. 

740.  153,  affirmed  nom.   Ghicksteln  v. 

(y)   Charter  V.  Trcvehjan,  11  CI.  Barnes,  1900,  A.  C.  240. 

&  Fin.  714,   738,  739;    Lewis  v,  («)  SpmccrY.  Topham,21Beax. 

Hilhiian,  3  H.  L.  C.  G07,  630.  573  ;  above,  pp.  249,  250,  257  *<?. 

{z)   Tyrrell  v.  Bank  of  Loiulon,  (i)  Above,  pp.  874—876. 

10  H.  L.  C.  26 ;  Eimber  v.  Barber,  ,.  ^^         pp_  876—882. 

-L.  n.  ^  Gh.  b& ;  North  American  )'              '  "^ 

Land  and  Timber  Co.,  Ld.  v.  TFat-  W  ^bove,  pp.  8/6,  8/9. 

kins,  1904,  1  Ch.  242,  248  ;  see  {e)  See  above,  pp.  759,  760. 


w. — n. 
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purchaser,    notwithstanding   that   the  evidence   offered 

do  not  include  any  testimony  given  by  or  conclusively 

binding  the  persons,  who  would  be  entitled  to  set  the 

Title  derived    transaction  aside  (/).     If ,  however,  a  vendor's  title  be 

salTb?one      derived  through  a  sale  made  by  a  person,  exercising  an 

exercising  an   authority  to  Sell,  in  his  own  favour,  the  nature  of  the 

sdlto himself,  objection  to  the  title  is  entirely  different;  as  in  equity 

the  exercise  of  the  authority  is  void,  and  the  equitable 

estate  authorised  to  be  conveyed  has  never  passed  away 

from  the   persons  by  whom  or   on   whose   behalf  the 

authority  was  conferred  {g) .     In  this  case,  therefore,  the 

purchaser  cannot  be  obliged  to  accept  the  title,  without 

the  concurrence  of  those  persons  or  their  successors  in 

estate,  all  being  sui  juris  (A). 


(/)  Spencer  v.  Topham,  22  Beav. 
573,  582. 

[g)  Above,  pp.  882  sq.,  896— 
903. 


[h)  Re  Douglas  and  PoiveWs 
Contract,  1902,  2  Ch.  296  ;  Delves 
V.  Gray,  ib.  606,  611. 
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CHAPTER  XYIII. 

OF  THE  DISCHAKGE  OF  THE  CONTRACT. 

§  1.  Of  the  Discliarge  of  tlie  Contract  before  Breach, 

and  by  Performance. 
§  2.  Of  Breach  of  the  Contract  and  Discharge  therefrom 

after  Breach. 


Having  finished  the  subject  of  the  avoidance  of  the  Discharge  of 

,     „         „         ,  ,1  /   \      -i.    •  the  obliga- 

contract  for   fraud  or  other  causes  (r?),  it  is  now  pro-  tions  of  the 

posed,  before  considering  the  remedies  for  breach  of  the  contract, 
contract,  to  examine  the  various  ways  in  which  the 
obligations  arising  out  of  the  contract  (b)  may  be  dis- 
charged, and  the  parties  freed  from  the  legal  bond 
which  unites  them.  This  discharge  may  take  place 
either  before  the  performance  and  before  any  breach  of 
the  contract,  or  at  the  time  and  by  the  very  fact  of  per- 
formance of  the  contract,  or  after  a  breach  of  contract 
has  occurred  (b) . 

§  I,— Of  f he  Discharge  of  the  Contract  before  Breach,  and 
by  Performance. 
A  contract  may  be  discharged  before  any  breach  of  Discharge  of 
its  provisions  has  occurred,  first,  by  the  agreement  of  all  ^gfoj-e  breach, 
parties  thereto ;  secondly,  for  impossibility  of  perform- 
ance ;  and,  thirdly,  in  consequence  of  the  bankruptcy, 
since  the  making  of  the  contract,  of  one  of  the  parties 
thereto.     Discharge  of  the  contract  by  agreement  may 

(ff)  Above,  pp-  66.5  sq.  {!>)  Above,  p.  1. 

IG  (2) 
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take  any  of  the  following  forms: — (1)  Simple  and 
express  waiver  or  abandonment  of  the  contract; 
(2)  implied  waiver  by  entering  into  a  new  contract 
inconsistent  with  the  performance  of  the  old ;  (3)  non- 
fulfilment  of  some  condition  imposed  by  mutual  assent 
and  taking  effect  either  as  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
existence  of  the  contract  or  as  a  condition  subsequent 
annulling  it ;  and  (4)  rescission  in  exercise  of  an  express 
proviso  in  that  behalf  contained  in  the  contract. 


Discharge  by 
agreement. 
1.  Express 
waiver. 


With  regard  to  the  first  of  these  forms  of  discharge 
by  mutual  assent,  so  long  as  a  contract  remains 
executory  on  both  sides,  consisting  of  mutual  promises 
only,  it  may  be  discharged,  before  breach,  by  the 
parties'  simple  agreement  to  waive  performance  of,  or 
to  abandon,  the  contract  (c).  In  this  case  each  exonerates 
the  other  from  the  performance  of  his  part  of  the 
contract  in  consideration  of  receiving  the  like  exonera- 
tion himself ;  so  that  the  release  of  each  by  the  other  is 
given  for  valuable  consideration  {d).  And  the  oft-cited 
statement  that  "  a  simple  contract  may,  before  breach, 
be  waived  or  discharged,  without  a  deed  and  without 
consideration^^  (e),  can  only  be  accepted  as  applying  to 
a  contract  wholly  executory,  and  with  the  qualification 
that  "  without  consideration  "  must  be  taken  to  mean 
"  without  other  consideration  than  is  implied  in  the 
mutual  abandonment  of  the  contract"  (./').  Where  the 
contract  has  been  executed  on  one  side,  it  appears  that, 
as  a  rule,  the  party  who  still  remains  under  obligation 


{c)  Price  V.  Btjer,  17  Ves.  356, 
364  ;  Robinnon  v.  Page,  3  Russ. 
114,  119  ;  Goss  v.  Nugent,  5  B.  & 
Ad.  58,  Go,  G6  ;  T^ezeg  v.  Jtash- 
leigh,  1904,  1  Ch.  634,  636. 

{d)  See  Kinf/  v.  Gillett,  7  M.  & 
W.  55,  59  ;  Moore  v.  Crofton,  3 
Jo.  &  Lat.  438,  445  ;  Bvhson  v. 
Espie,  2  H.  &  N.  79. 

[c)  Dubson  V.  Espic,  2  H.  &  N. 


79,  83;  Edwards  v.  Walters,  1896, 
2  Ch.  157,  161. 

(/)  The  law  is  correctly  stated 
by  Parke,  B.,  in  Foster  \.  Dairber, 
6  Ex.  8;^9,  851:  "It  is  competent 
for  bjth  parties  to  an  executory 
contract  by  mutual  agreement 
without  any  satisfaet'wn  to  dis- 
charge the  obligation  of  tliat 
contract." 
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can  only  be  released  hy  agreement  to  that  effect  when 
made  under  seal  or  for  valuable  consideration ;  and  a 
promise    or    assurance    of    release    given    without   con- 
sideration, either  in  words  or  unsealed  writing,  is  of  no 
effect  (g) .     The  only  exception  to  this  rule  occurs  in  the  Bills  and 
case  of  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory  notes,  which  "*^'-^^- 
may  be  discharged  by  the  holder's  absolutely  and  uncon- 
ditionally renouncing,  at  or  after  maturity,  his  rights 
against  the  acceptor  or  maker,  provided  that  the  re- 
nunciation be  in  writing,  or  the  bill  or  note  be  delivered 
up  to  the  acceptor  or  maker  thereof  (//).     All  simple  Simple 
contracts  may  be  discharged,  before  breach,  by  a  parol 
agreement   of    waiver   or    abandonment,    if   made    for 
valuable  consideration  (including  mutual  exoneration  in 
the  case  of  executory  contracts)  ;  and,  according  to  the 
preponderance  of  authority,  this  rule  applies  not  only 
to  contracts  governed  by  the  Common  Law,  but  also  to  Contracts 
those  required  by  statute  to  be  put  in  writing  (?) .     But  ^^1^,^*^*^  *°  ^^ 
such  an  agreement,   being  itself    a   contract,  must   bo  writing. 
established  by  as  clear  evidence  as  would  be  required  to 
prove   the    formation  of   any  other  parol  contract  (/••). 
With  regard  to  special  contracts,  the  common  law  rule  Special 
was  that  a  covenant  could  not  be  discharged,  before  ^'"^*^'^cts. 
breach,  by  any  agreement  made  between  the  covenantor 
and  covenantee  for  valuable  consideration,  but  without 
deed  (/),    although    in    all     other    respects    than    as 


{(/)  Foster    V.    Daicher,    6    Ex.  the  contract   of  Aug.   12 ;    and 

839,    851  ;    Edivards    v.    Walters,  cases  cited  above,  p.  908,  n.  ic)  ; 

1896,    2    Ch.    157,   168;    above,  see  Sug.  V.  &  P.  167,  168 ;  Ben- 

p.  3.  jamin  on  Sale,  159,  2nd  ed. 

{h)  Stat.  45   &  46  Vict.  c.  61,  (/.•)   Ccuolun  y.  Brabazoi/,  3  Jo.  & 

ss.   62  (1),  89,   adopting  the  rule  Lat.  200,  209  ;  Moore  v.   Crof/o>i, 

laid  down  in  Fonter  v.  Dauher,  6  ib.  438,  445  ;    Clifford  v.  Kclli/,  7 

Ex.  839,  but  imposing  the  further  Ir.    Ch.    Rep.     333;     Curtan   v. 

requisite  of  writing  or  delivery  up  Bury,  10  Ir.  Ch.  Rep.  387,  400; 

of  the  document ;   see  Edwards  v.  Wh'ittaher  v.  Fox,  14  W.  R.  192  ; 

Walters,  1896,  2  Ch.  157.  Harrison   v.    Brown,    14    W.    R. 

(i)   Gomau  v.  Salisbari/,  1  Vern.  193,  n.  ;   Sug.  V.  &  P.  167. 

240  ;    Davis  v.   Symouds,   1    Cox,  (l)  Heard  v.   Wadham,   1   East, 

402,  406;    NoUe  v.  Ward,  L.  R.  619;  Eayey.  Waghorn,  1  Taunt. 

1  Ex.   117,  2  Ex.  135,  137,  as  to  428  ;  Brymer  v.  Thames,  S;c.  By. 
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Discharge 
before  breach 
of  contracts 
to  sell  land. 


operating  to  discliarge  the  covenant,  the  new  agreement 
was  valid  and  enforceable  as  an  independent  parol 
contract  (;;?),  In  equity,  however,  it  was  established 
that  such  an  agreement  should  amount  to  a  valid  dis- 
charge, and  the  covenantee  would  thereafter  be  relieved 
against  any  attempt  by  the  covenantor  to  enforce  the 
contract  at  law  (»).  Since  the  commencement  of  the 
Judicature  Acts  it  has  been  decided  that  in  this  respect 
the  rule  of  equity  shall  prevail  (o) .  The  result  appears 
to  be  that  there  is  now  no  difference  between  simple  and 
special  contracts  as  regards  the  manner  or  form  of  their 
discharge  prior  to  breach ;  and  that  a  contract  for  the 
sale  of  land  may  be  discharged,  before  breach,  by  an 
express  parol  agreement  of  waiver  or  abandonment, 
if  made  for  valuable  consideration,  whether  the 
memorandum  of  the  contract  were  signed  only  or 
executed  under  seal. 


2.  Implied 
waiver. 


A  contract  may  also  be  discharged,  before  breach,  by 
implied  waiver,  that  is,  by  the  parties  entering  into  a 
new  contract  inconsistent  with  the  performance  of  the 
old;  as  if  A.  contract  to  sell  Blackacre  to  B.  for  1,000/., 
and  it  be  agreed  between  them,  before  breach,  that  0. 
shall  be  the  purchaser  instead  of  B.  (|j)  ;  or  that  B. 
shall  take  Whiteacre  instead.  But  in  order  that  a  new 
agreement  may  operate  as  an  implied  waiver  of  a  pre- 
existing contract,  its  terms  must  be  inconsistent  with 
the  performance  of  the  earlier  contract ;  it  must  be  such 
as  can  only  be  carried  out  by  the  entire  abandonment 
of  the  old  agreement.  A  mere  alteration  of  some 
term  or  terms  of  the  old  contract  is  not  sufficient  {q). 


Co.,  2  Ex.  549,  5  Ex.  69G ; 
Mayor  of  Bericick  v.  Osivald,  1  E. 
&  B.  295  ;  Spence  v.  Healty,  8 
Ex.  668. 

(w)  Nash  V.  Armstroiif/,  10  C.  B. 
N.  S.  259. 

(«)  Laneshnrough  v.  Oclcuhott,  1 
Bro.  P.  C.  151;    Hill  v.  Gomme, 


1  Beav.  540  ;  JVM  v.  miritt,  3 
K.  &  J.  438. 

(o)  Steeds  V.  Steeds,  22  Q.  B.  D. 
537. 

(jy)  Moore  v.  Marrnhle,  L.  R.  1 
Ch.  217,  222. 

{q)  I'rice  V.  Dyer,  17  Ves.  356  ; 
liobinson  v.   Paye,   3  Russ.  114; 
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Besides  this,  tlie  new  agreement  must  be  perfectly  valid 
and  enforceable  at  law  (r),  or  at  least,  in  equity.     For 
example,  if  A.  sell  Blackacre  to  B.  for  1,000/.,  the  sale 
to  be  completed  at  one  month's  date,  and  before  breach 
it  be  agreed  in  writing,  duly  signed,  that  the  price  shall 
be  950/.,  or  that  two-thirds  of  the  purchase  money  shall 
be  left  on   mortgage,  or  that  an  inferior  title  to  that 
stipulated  for  shall  be  shown,  or  that  the  time  for  com- 
pletion shall  be  extended  to  six  "weeks,  the  other  obliga- 
tions under  the  contract  are  not  discharged  (.s),  although 
it  is  true  that  from  one  point  of  view  they  may  be 
regarded  as   incorporated  in   an   entirely  new   agree- 
ment (t) .     And   if,  after   such  a  contract,   but   before  A  contract, 
breach,  the  parties  oral///  agree  that   C.   shall   be  the  '^ant'o/°'' 
purchaser  instead  of   B.,  or   that  Whiteacre  shall   be  writing, 
substituted  for  Blackacre,  it  appears  that  the  original  up  as  an 
contract    still    remains    undischarged,    and    may    be  "^pli^d 

.  ,  .  '  waiver  oi  a 

specifically  enforced  on  either  side.     For,  as  we  have  prior  contract. 

seen  (ii),  the  law  requires  all  contracts  for  the  sale  of 

land  to  be  put  in  writing  and  signed  by  the  party  to 

be  charged,  or  else  they  shall  not  be  enforced.     Parol 

evidence  is   therefore  inadmissible  to   prove  the   new 

agreement  for  what  it  purports  to  be,  that  is,  a  new 

contract  inconsistent  with  the  performance  of  the  old. 

And  it  has  been  decided  that  in  such  case  the  new 

agreement  shall  not  be  put  in  evidence,  without  signed 

writing,  to  establish  an  implied  parol  waiver  of  the  old 

contract  (.r).      If,  however,   the   new  agreement  were 


Vezei/  V.  Rashleigh,    1904,    1   Ch.  is    equally    applicable    to    cases 

634  ;  see  also  Goss  v.  Nugent,  5  governed  by  the  4th  ;    see  pre- 

B.  &  Ad.  58  ;  Harrei/  v.  Grabhau),  ceding  note  ;    Marshall  v.  Lynn, 

5  A.  &  E.  61 ;  Stotcellv.  Robinson,  6  M.  &  W.  109,  117.     The  state- 

3  Bing.  N.  C.  928.  ments  in  Fry,  Sp.  Perf.  §   1039, 

(r)   Steadv.  Baivber,\0  X.  &F..  p.    475,    3rd   ed.,    448,    4th    ed., 

57  ;  Marshall  v.  Lijnn,  6  M.  &  W.  appear  to    have    been    made    in 

109  ;    Jloore  v.    Campbell,    10  Ex.  ignorance  of  these  decisions. 

323;  Koble  v.  Ward,  L.  R.  2  Ex.  (.s)  See  note  (-•/),  above. 

135.     These  are  cases  relating  to  (t)  See  note  (;),  above, 

the    17th  section  of  the  Statute  («)  Above,  p.  3. 

of   Frauds:    but   their  principle  {x)  See  note  (r),  above. 
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specifically  enforceable  in  equity  under  the  doctrine  of 
part  performance  (//) ,  it  is  thought  that,  according  to 
the    present    law   and    practice,   it    would   effectively 
operate  as  a  discharge  of  the  old  contract,  and  might, 
for  that  purpose,  he  proved  by  oral  evidence  (s) .     And 
if  it  were  an  express  term  of  the  new  agreement  that 
the  old  contract  should  he  abandoned,  it  appears  that 
such   express   waiver  (a)    might   be    proved    by   parol 
Parol  altera-    evidence,  although  the  other  terms  could  not  (/j).     So 
terms*ora        ^^^o  if,  after  making  the  contract  but  before  breach, 
contract  the  parties  agree  by  word  of  mouth  to  alter  some  term 

in  writing.       or  terms  only  of  the    contract,  the  obligation  of  the 
contract   is   not    in   any  way   discharged,    and    either 
party  may  enforce  specific  performance  of  the  contract 
in  its  original  form  {e).     For  all  the  terms  of  an  agree- 
The  altera-      ment  for  the  sale  of  land  must  be  put  into  writing  and 
purinTriting  signed  in  order  to  satisfy  the  Statute  of  Frauds  (d) ;  so 
and  signed.      any  alterations  in  such  terms  must  necessarily  assume 
the  same  form  (e) .     And  the  doctrine  of  setting  up  a 
parol  variation  in  defence  to  an  action  for  specific  per- 
formance (,/)  applies  only  where  the  term  orally  agreed 
upon  is  assented  to  at  the  time  of,  and  not  after,  the 
Parol  varia-     formation  of   the  written  contract  (^).      But  where  a 
effectual  parol  agreement  made  after  the  execution  and  varying 

where  there  is  the  terms  of  a  Written  contract  to  sell  land  has  been  so 
formance.  acted  upon  that  it  would  be  fraudulent  or  unfair  to 
insist  on  the  original  contract,  the  variation  may  be 
asserted  as  a  defence  to  an  action  for  specific  ]3erfor- 
mance  of  the  contract  contained  in  the  memoran- 
dum (//).      And   the   contract,   as   so   varied,   may  be 

(y)  Above,  p.  11.  p.  911,  above;  Robson  v.  Collins, 

{z)  Seeabove,  p.  OlOandn.  (o).  7  Ves.  130,  133. 

(«)  Above,  pp.  908—910.  (/)  Above,  p.  705. 

(b)  See  Noble  v.  TFard,  L.  R.  1  (ff)  See  cases  cited  above,  n.  (-y) 

Ex.   117,    2  Ex.   135,  as  to   the  to  p.  910;  Fry,  Sp.  Perf.  §  809, 

contract  of  Aug.  12.  p.  372,  3rd  ed.,  350,  4th  ed. 

(e)  See  above,  p.  910  and  n.  (q).  (h)   Lrgal  v.  Jlillcr,  2  Ves.  sen. 

{d)  Above,  pp.  3,  4.  299;  I'rice  v.  Di/er,  17  Ves.  3-53, 

(e)  See  cases  cited  in  n.  (r)  to  361. 
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decreed  to  be  specifically  enforced,  if  the  acts  of  part 
performance  have  been  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  equitable 
doctrine  in  that  behalf  (?) . 

A  third  form  of  discharge  of  a  contract,  before  breach,  3.  Discharge 
by  mutual  assent  is  where  the  contract  has  been  made  fulfilment  of 
subject  to  the  fulfilment  of  some  condition  precedent  or  ^  ^°^  ^  ^°^' 
subsequent,  and  this  condition  is  not  fulfilled.     Here  ^  V^y^ 
we  are  speaking  of   a  condition   pure  and  simple,  oi 
which  the  fulfilment  is  not  warranted  by  either  party  ; 
so  that  no  cause  of  action  for  damages  can  arise  from 
any   breach   thereof.      Examples    of    a    condition  pre-  Condition 
cedent  are  where  it  is  agreed  that,  if   a  field  shall  be  ^^^°^ 
found,  on  measui'ement,  to  contain  three  acres  at  least, 
or  if  the  drains  of  a  house  shall  be  tested  and  certified 
to  be  in  good  order,  or  if  a  house  shall  be  put  into  good 
repair  [k),  or  if  a  railway  bill  in  Parliament  shall  pass  {I), 
or  a  railway  shall  be  made  (ui),  the  field  or  house  or 
some  land  on  the   proposed  line  of  railway  shall   be 
sold ;  or  where  an  option  to  purchase  land  is  given  to 
be  exercised  by  giving  some  specified  notice  within  a 
limited  time  (>?),   or  where  A.   agrees  to  sell   part   of 
Blackacre  to  B.,  if  he  (A.)  can,  within  one  year,  pur- 
chase Blackacre  from  C.  (o),  or  where  A.  agrees  to  sell 
lands  to  B.  at  a  price  to  be  fixed  by  a  certain  valuer, 
or   two   valuers   or   their  umpire  (7;).     In   these   cases 
there  is  no  enforceable  contract  of  sale  until  the  con- 
dition has   been  fulfilled ;  and,  on  failure  of  the  con- 
dition,   all   obligation    between   the    parties   is    at    an 
end  {q) .     Instances  of  a  condition  subsequent  are  where  Condition 


subsequent. 


(i)  5   Via.    Abr.    522,   pi.  38;  (;;/)  Gage\.  Ncwuiarlcet  Rij.  Co., 

Sug.   V.    &    P.    165;    Fxy,    Sp.  18  Q.  B.  457. 

Perf.    §    1038,    p.    475,    3rd  ed.,  («)  Above,    p.     468,    n.     [p); 

p.  448,  4th  ed.  ;  above,  p.  11.  Bnwcr  v.  Moore,  1904,  1  Ch.  3U5. 

[k)   Counter    v.    Maepherson,    5  (0)  See    Wyhon    v.    Liiun,    34 

Moo.  P.  C.  83.  Ch.  D.  569,  577,  578. 

((')  Maivkes  v.  Eastern  Comities  {p)  Above,  pp.  50,  51. 

Hi/.  Co.,  1  De  G.  M.  &  G.  737,  5  {g)  llegenl's  Canal  Co.  v.  Ware, 

H.  L.  C.  331.  23  Beav.  575,  586 ;  Scott  v.  Liver- 
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some  land  is  sold  by  an  agreement  which  stipulates  for 
immediate  payment  of  a  deposit  and  investigation  of 
title  or  delivery  of  possession,  but  is  to  be  annulled  if 
some  contemplated  application  to  the  Court  be  refused, 
or  some  Bill  in  Parliament  be  tlu'own  out  next  session, 
or  water  be  not  found  on  boring  for  it ;  or  where,  by  a 
similar  agreement,  fixing  a  future  day  for  completion, 
an  equity  of  redemption  is  sold  subject  to  the  mort- 
gagee's consenting  to  allow  the  mortgage  to  remain  for 
a  certain  term  (>•),  or  leaseholds  not  assignable  without 
the   lessor's  consent  are   sold   subject  to  such  consent 
being  obtained  (.s).     Here  a  valid  contract  is  at  fii'st 
formed,   but   is   discharged  on   non-fulfilment   of  the 
condition.     In  cases  like   these,  the   vendor   does   not 
warrant  the   fulfilment   of   the   condition;  but  he   is 
bound,   so  far  as  the   performance  thereof  rests  with 
himself,  honestly  to  use  his  best  endeavours  to  procure 
fulfilment,  and  will  be  liable  to  substantial  damages  for 
a   breach   of  this   duty  (-s).     And,   in   the    absence  of 
stipulation  to  the  contrary,  he  has  all  the  time  until 
the  day  fixed  for  completion  to  procure  fulfilment  of 
the  condition  (/).     It  is  obvious  that  the  occurrence  of 
the   same   event  may  form  a  condition  precedent   or 
subsequent  according   to   the   intention  of  the  parties 
as   expressed    in    the    terms    constituting    the    whole 
contract  (/) .  • 

4.  Exercise  of  Lastly,  a  contract  may  be  discharged,  before  breach, 
a  proviso  for  -j^y  mutual  asscut  on  the  exercise  of  an  express  power 
Power'tT'  reserved  to  either  party  to  rescind  the  agreement.  An 
vendor  to  iustauce  of  this  occurs  in  the  power  commonly  inserted 
caSof  S        in  contracts  to  sell  land  and  enabling  the  vendor  to 

pool   Corp.,   3  De  G.   &  J.  334  ;  (.s)  Baij   v.    Singldon,    1899,   2 

Modhn  V.  Snoivball,  29  Beav.  641,  Ch.  320  ;  above,  pp.  358,  360. 

affirmed  31  L.  J.  Ch.  44;  Wdliams  [t]  Acherley  \.   Frnfow,  Willes, 

V   iVi.'co,  22  Ch.  D.  441.  153,    156,    157;    Hotham  v.   East 

ir\    Smith   v.    Bullcr,    1900,    1  India  Co.,   1  T.  R.   638,  645;  2 

Q   B   694  Jarm.  Wills,  842,  843,  5tli  ed. 
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rescind  the  contract  if  the  purchaser  shall  insist  on  any  unwelconio 
objection  or  requisition  which  he  is  unable  or  unwilling  ^^'^i^^*'^  ^'-'"• 
to  comply  with  (u).  And  an  express  power  for  the 
vendor  to  re-sell  the  land,  in  case  of  the  purchaser's 
non-compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  contract  (.r) , 
implies  an  agreement  that,  on  the  exercise  of  this 
power,  the  contract  shall  be  rescinded  {i/).  Sometimes 
a  power  is  reserved  for  the  purchaser  to  rescind  if  the 
vendor  shall  not  erect  some  houses  or  buildings  within 
a  specified  time  (s). 

"When  a  contract  which  has  been  partly  performed  Whether  the 
is  discharged  before  breach  by  mutual  agreement,  the  entitled^to 
questions,  whether  matters  are  to  remain  as  they  are,  rntitidio  in 
or  whether  the  parties  are  entitled  to  be  restored  wholly  where  a  Con- 
or partly  to  their  former  position,  can  only  be  solved  ti"^*;*  Partly 

i-  ''  L  ^  J  ^  perlormed  is 

by  reference  to  the  terms  of  the  agreement.  It  is  usual  discharged  by 
to  provide  particularly  for  this,  where  a  contract  is  assent, 
expressly  made  voidable  on  the  non-fulfilment  of  some 
condition  subsequent,  or  where  an  express  power  to 
rescind  the  contract  is  given  [a).  Where  it  has  been 
agreed,  as  a  term  of  a  contract  intended  to  be  imme- 
diately performed,  in  whole  or  in  pai-t,  that  it  shall  be 
annulled  on  non-fulfilment  of  some  condition  subse- 
quent, it  is  thought  that,  in  the  absence  of  stipulation  to 
the  contrary,  the  parties  would  be  impliedly  entitled  to 
restitutio  in  integnini  (h),  as  in  the  case  of  rescission  for 
innocent  misrepresentation  (c)  ;  for  the  rule  is  that  the 
rescission  of  a  voidable  contract  cannot  take  place  with- 


(u)  Above,  pp.  54,  GO,  71,  135,  law,  after  a  sale  of  goods,  condi- 

147 — 150,  644,  660.  tioned  to  be  annulled  if  the  goods 

(a-)  Above,  pp.  58,  62.  sold  be  not  of  a  certain  quality, 

(//)  Above,  p.  45,  n.  (/).  the   purchaser    is    at   liberty   to 

(::)    Whilbrcnd    ^-    Co.   v.    Watt,  return  the  goods  on  ascertaining 

1902,  1  Ch.  835.  that  they  are  not  of  the  equality 

{a)  Above,    pp.   60,    35f>,    C61  ;  stipulated  ;  Banucynian  v.   jriiite, 

and  see  previous  note.  10    C    B.    N.    S.     814  ;    above, 

(A)   Elliott  V.  Crutchlcy,  1904,  1  p.  7'25. 

K.  B.  565,  569.    Thus  at  common  (e)  Above,  pp.  750—752. 
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Impossibility 
of  perform- 
ance. 


out  entire  restitution  {d).  Thus,  if  a  contract  be  made 
for  the  present  sale  of  land,  providing  for  immediate 
j)ajment  of  a  deposit  or  further  sum  on  account  of  the 
purchase  money  and  for  entry  into  possession,  and 
conditioned  to  become  roid  on  the  refusal  of  some 
contemplated  application  to  the  Court  or  on  failure  to 
find  water  or  gold  there,  it  is  thought  that,  on  the 
occuiTence  of  the  avoiding  event,  the  vendor  would 
have  to  return  the  money  paid  on  accoimt  of  the 
piu-chase  money,  with  interest,  and  the  purchaser  to 
give  up  possession  of  the  land,  and  to  account  for  any 
rents  or  profits  received  by  him  (e)  ;  and  each  would 
have  to  bear  his  own  expenses  incurred  in  connection 
with  the  contract,  as  of  investigating  the  title.  But,  as 
we  shall  see,  it  is  otherwise  if  the  agreement  be,  not  that 
the  contract  shall  be  avoided  ah  initio,  but  that  its  further 
performance  shall  be  dispensed  with.  This  brings  us  to 
the  subject  of  discharge  for  impossibility  of  performance. 

A  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  may  be  discharged, 
before  breach,  on  the  ground  of  impossibility  of  per- 
formance. This  form  of  discharge  is  perhaps  no  more 
than  a  species  of  discharge  by  mutual  assent  on  failure 
of  a  condition  subsequent ;  it  is  the  impossibility,  not 
so  much  of  performing  the  contract  as  of  fulfilling  the 


{d)  Clough  V.  London  £;  North 
Western  Ey.  Co.,  L.  R.  7  Ex.  26, 
37 ;  Lagunas  Nitrate  Co.  v.  Lagunas 
Syndicate,  1899,  2  Ch.  392,  423  ; 
above,  pp.  745,  746,  750  sq.,  768, 
903.  It  is  submitted  that  this 
rule  was  overlooked  by  Cozens- 
Hardy,  J.,  in  Cornicall  v.  Henmn, 
1899,  2  Ch.  710,  reversed  on 
another  point,  1900,  2  Ch.  298, 
where  he  decided  that,  on  a  con- 
tract to  sell  land  for  a  price  pay- 
able by  instalments,  the  vendor 
rescinding  the  contract  for  the 
purchaser's  renunciation  of  it  (see 
below,  ])p.  938 — 940)  before  pay- 
ment of  the  last  instalment  was 
nevertheless  entitled  to  retain  all 
the  instalments  already  paid.     It 


became  unnecessary  to  review 
this  decision  in  the  Court  of 
Appeal,  but  the  Court  very 
plainly  intimated  their  doubts  of 
its  correctness  ;  1900,  2  Ch.  302, 
305.  The  rule  in  Whincup  v. 
Hughes,  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  78,  to 
which  Cozens  -  Hardy,  J.,  ap- 
pealed as  the  general  rule  (1899, 
2  Ch.  715),  was  that  applicable 
in  the  case,  not  of  rtscissioii  of  the 
contract,  but  of  its  discharge  for 
impossibility  of  performance.  In 
such  case  the  contract  is  not 
rescinded ;  the  parties  are  simply 
excu!«ed  from  further  perform- 
ance ;  below,  pp.  917,  920. 

[e)  Above,    pp.    750 — 752   and 
n.  (/}. 
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condition  on  which  alone  it  was  to  be  carried  out,  that 
is  the  ground  of  release  (,/").  But  this  kind  of  discharge 
only  occurs  where  the  parties  have  not  expressly  con- 
templated or  jDi'Ovided  for  the  event  of  failure  of  the 
condition,  so  that  their  assent  to  the  discharge  is  purely 
an  implication  of  law  (r/)  ;  and  it  may  therefore  be  con- 
veniently considered  by  itself.  Discharge  by  impossi- 
bility of  performance  is  illustrated  where  a  particular 
thing  is  sold  for  delivery  on  a  future  day,  subject  to 
the  implied  condition,  pure  and  simple  (//),  that  it  shall 
then  be  in  existence,  and  before  that  day  the  thing  is 
destroyed  without  the  vendor's  fault.  In  this  case  the 
contract  is  discharged;  for  it  is  intended,  by  implica- 
tion of  law,  that  in  case  the  necessary  condition  of 
performing  the  agreement  be  rendered  impossible  of 
fulfilment  without  the  parties'  fault,  they  shall  be 
excused  from  carrying  out  their  mutual  undertaking  (/). 
We  have  seen  (/»•)  that,  as  a  rule,  the  estate  in  land  sold 
belongs  in  equity  to  the  purchaser,  and  the  property 
stands  at  his  risk,  as  from  the  date  of  the  agreement  to 
sell ;  and  in  consequence  of  this  rule  the  obligation  of 
the  contract  is  not  discharged  by  the  practical  destruc- 
tion, pending  completion,  of  the  thing  sold :  but  the 
agreement  may  nevertheless  be  specifically  enforced  (/). 
If,  however,  land  be  sold  subject  to  the  express  or 
implied  condition,  not  warranted  to  be  fulfilled,  that 
the  land  shall  be  delivered  over  on  completion  in  some 
particular  state,  the  proviso  is  impliedly  annexed,  that 
if  without  the  vendor's  fault  it  shall  become  impossible 
for  him  to  deliver  possession  of  the  land  in  that 
state,  the  further  performance  of  the  contract  shall  be 
excused  {ni).      Thus,   if   a   theatre,   music-hall,   hotel, 

(/)  See    Benjarain    ou    Sale,  826 ;    Howell  v.    Coupland,   1    Q. 

455,  456.  B.  D.  258;  above,  p.  441,  n.  [r). 

{(/)  Elliott  V.  Criitchley,  1904,  1  (/>■)  Above,  pp.  438—442. 

K.'B.  565,  568—570.  (/)  Above,  p.  411. 

{h)  Above,  p.  913.  [ni)  See    Taylor  v.    Caldwell,    3 

[i)  Taylor  Y.  CaldiccU,  3  B.&S.  B.  &  S.  826,  833,  834;  Appleby 
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The  doctrine 
is  applicable 
to  any  con- 
dition subject 
to  ■which  land 
is  sold,  and 
which 
becomes  an 
impossible 
condition. 


public-house,  or  shop  were  sold  with  possession  to  be 
given  on  a  future  day  fixed  for  completion  (n) ,  on  con- 
dition (without  warranty)  that  the  premises  should  be 
delivered  over  in  a  fit  state  for  giving  performances 
or  carrying  on  business  therein ;  or  if  the  vendor  had 
agreed  to  erect  some  buildings  on  the  land  sold  by  the 
day  fixed  for  completion,  time  being  of  the  essence 
of  the  contract,  and  the  premises  or  buildings  were 
accidentally  burnt  down  a  few  days  before  the  time 
for  completion,  the  parties  would  be  discharged  from 
further  performance  of  the  contract  (o).  And  the  same 
doctrine  is  applicable,  not  only  where  it  is  an  essential 
term  of  the  contract  that  the  property  sold  shall  be 
handed  over  on  completion  in  its  existing  state  or  in 
some  other  particular  state,  but  in  every  other  instance 
where  land  is  sold  subject  to  some  condition,  which  is 
contemplated  but  not  warranted  to  be  fulfilled  at  the 
time  of  completion,  and  before  completion  the  fulfil- 
ment of  this  condition  is  rendered  impossible  by  some 
extraneous  cause  beyond  the  control  of  the  parties 
themselves  (p).  Thus,  if  a  house  were  sold  on  the 
express  or  implied  condition  that  the  King's  coronation 
procession  should  pass  in  front  of  its  windows  on  the 
day  after  that  fixed  for  completion,  and  before  com- 
pletion the  King  were  to  die  or  the  route  of  the  pro- 
cession were  to  be  altered  by  authority,  the  contract 
would  be  discharged  for  impossibility  of  performance  {q) . 
Where  a  condition  of  this  kind  is  not  plainly  expressed, 
the  question,  whether  it  is  to  be  imjolied,  must  be 
determined  by  reference  to  the  terms  of  the  whole 
contract  and  the  circumstances  of  the  case  (>•) . 


V.  Myers,  L.  II.  2  C.  P.  651  ; 
Itobinson  v.  Davison,  L.  R.  6  Ex. 
269  ;  Iloicell  v.  Coiipland,  1  Q. 
B.  D.  258;  Nickoll  v.  Ashton, 
1901,  2  K.  B.  126. 

(w)  See  above,  pp.  425,  507. 

(o)  Counter  v.  Macpherson,  5 
Moore,  P.  C.  83,  104,  105  ;  Taylor 


V.  CahhccU,  3  B.  &  S.  826. 

[p]  Above,  p.  917,  n.  {in). 

(rj)  Krcll  V.  Eennj,  1903,  2 
K.  B.  740. 

(>■)  Cf.  Bcrnc  Bay,  ^r.  Co.  v. 
Ilutton,  1S03,  2  K.  B.  683,  with 
IircUv.  Henry,  ib.  740. 
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Similarly,  a  contract  may  be  discharged  where  its  Impossibility 

p  .  .  .,  -  •         /  1  of  perform- 

perrormauce  is  rendered  impossible  owing  to  a  change  a^ce  owing  to 
in  the  law  (s) .     Thus,  if  it  were  a  term  of  a  contract  to  ^,  change  m 

^  '  .  the  law. 

sell  land  that  the  vendor  should  enter  into  covenants 
restrictive  of  the  use  of  some  adjoining  land  of  his,  and 
the  sale  were  completed  and  the  covenants  entered  into 
accordingly,  and  afterwards  the  adjoining  land  were 
taken  by  a  railway  company  under  their  parliamentary 
powers,  the  vendor  would  be  discharged  from  all  further 
liability  on  the  covenants  by  reason  of  the  impossibility 
of  performance,  the  land  having  been  handed  over  by  a 
cause  beyond  his  control  to  a  body  not  bound  by  the 
covenants  {f) .  Suppose,  liowever,  that  the  house  or  the 
adjoining  land  were  taken  by  the  railway  company 
after  the  formation  of  the  contract  but  before  its  com- 
pletion {u),  the  case  would  be  governed  by  the  general 
rule  {x),  unless  the  continued  existence  t)i  statu  quo  of 
the  whole  property  sold  up  to  the  time  for  completion 
were  an  essential  condition  of  the  sale.  If  not,  the 
purchaser  would  have  to  pay  the  whole  purchase  money 
and  take  a  conveyance  of  the  property  in  its  altered 
condition,  but  he  would  be  entitled  to  compensation 
from  the  railway  company  in  respect  of  his  equitable 
estate  or  interest  in  the  land  compulsorily  taken  {//). 
Where  it  is  an  essential  condition  of  the  sale  that  the 
property  shall  be   conveyed  in  its   existing   state,   it 

(s)  See  above,  pp.  782,  783.  (y)    See     Martin     v.     London, 

[t]  Baihj-v.  De  Crespignii,!^.  R.  Chatham  ^-  Dover  Ry.   Co.,  L.  R. 

4  Q.  B.  180  ;    and  see  Kirby  v.  1   Ch.   501  ;  Re  King''s  Leasehold 

School  Board  for  Harrogate,  1896,  Estates,  L.  R.   16  Eq.  .521  ;  Fur- 

1  Ch.  437.  ncss  Rij.    Co.    v.   Cxmlerlaiul,    ^-c. 

{t()  For  the  purpose  of  asccr-  Bdg.   Socg.,  52  L.  T.    144,   146; 

taiuing  the  time  at  ■which  lands  Birmingham,    t^c.     Land     Co.    v. 

are  taken  under  the  Lands  Clauses  London  cf-  North  Western  Rg.  Co., 

Act,  1845,  the  crucial  date  is  that  40  Ch.  D.  268  ;  Long  Eaton,  ^r. 

of  service  of  the  notice  to  treat  ;  Co.  v.  Midla)id  Rg.  Co.,  1902,  2 

Mercer  v.  Liverpool,  %c.  Rg.  Co.,  K.  B.  574.     A  right  to  compen- 

1903,  1  K.  B.   652,   1904,  A.  C.  sation  under  the  Lands  Clauses 

461  ;  Eawson  v.   Great  Northern,  Act,  1845,  for  one's  lands  being 

^c.  Rg.   Co.,   1904,1  K.  B.  277,  injuriously  affected  is  assignable; 

278,  n.,  1905,  1  K.  B.  260,  273.  Dawson  v.  Great  ISlorthern,  ^-c.  Rg. 

(.r)  Above,  p.  917.  Co.,  1905,  1  K.  B.  260. 
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Position  of 
the  parties 
Tvbere  a  eon- 
tract  partly 
performed  is 
discharged 
for  impossi- 
bility of 
performance. 


appears  tliat  the  contract  will  be  discharged,  if  before 
completion  the  whole  or  any  part  thereof  be  taken  away 
compulsorily  under  parliamentary  powers. 

"When  the  obligation  to  carry  out  a  contract  partly 
performed  is  discharged  in  this  way  for  impossibility 
of  performance,  the  parties  (in  the  absence  of  stipula- 
tion to  the  contrary)  are  not  entitled  to  be  restored  to 
their  former  position,  but  are  left  to  remain  as  they  are, 
as  in  the  case  of  an  illegal  or  a  void  contract  partly 
executed  (s)  ;  and  any  money  paid  or  property  trans- 
feiTed  under  the  contract  previously  to  the  discharge  so 
caused  cannot  be  recovered  back  {a).  But  obligations 
arising  from  the  breach  prior  to  this  discharge  of  some 
part  of  the  contract  are  unaffected  and  remain  enforce- 
able {b) .  Thus,  if  a  music-hall  be  sold  with  possession 
to  be  given  on  a  future  day,  on  condition  that  it  shall 
then  be  in  a  fit  state  for  giving  performances  therein,  a 
deposit  of  20  per  cent,  of  the  purchase  money  to  be 
paid  to  the  vendor  on  signing  the  contract,  and  the 
deposit  be  paid  and  the  house  be  accidentally  burnt 
down  before  the  day  for  completion,  the  parties  would 
be  discharged  from  further  performance  of  the  con- 
tract {c)  :  but  the  vendor  would  be  entitled  to  retain  the 
deposit.  And  if  the  deposit  had  not  been  paid  as 
agreed,  the  vendor  would  be  entitled  to  sue  for  it(^). 
If  in  such  a  case  the  deposit  were  paid  to  a  third  person 
as  stakeholder  pending  completion,  it  is  thought  that, 
on  the  discharge  of  the  contract  for  impossibility  of 
performance,  the  purchaser  would  be  entitled  to  recover 
it  ((/).      Where   the   parties   have   in   effect    expressly 


(z)  Above,  pp.  777,  779. 

(a)  Civil  Service  Co-op.  Socy.  v. 
General  Steam  Navigation  Co., 
1903,  2  K.  B.  756;  and  see  Be 
Silvale  v.  Kendall,  4  M.  &  S.  37  ; 
Byrne  v.  Schiller,  L.  E,.  6  Ex. 
319 

(i)   Chandlery.  W'ti,s/«-,  1904, 1 


K.  B.  493. 

(c)  Above,  p.  918. 

{d)  It  is  thoug-bt  tbat  this  case 
is  parallel  to  tbat  of  money  paid 
to  a  stakeholder  to  be  applied 
under  an  illegal  or  a  void  con- 
tract, which  is  not  performed ; 
above,  pp.  779—781. 
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stipulated  that,  in  case  of  the  impossibility  of  fulfilling 
the  condition  the  contract  shall  he  rescinded  ah  initio, 
it  appears  that  they  would  he  impliedly  entitled  to 
restitutio  in  integrum  (c). 

Discharge  of  the  obligation  of  a  contract,  before  breach.  Discharge  in 
may  also  be  effected  in  consequence  of  the  bankruptcy  consequence 

*'  ^  -"^  _  •'    oi  bankruptcy 

since  the  formation  of  the  contract  of  one  of  the  parties  since  the 
thereto.     This  may  take  place  (1)  by  the  disclaimer  of  ^^^-J.^^'. 
the  contract,  as  unprofitable,  by  his  trustee  in  the  bank-  by  the  trustee, 
ruptcy ;  when  the  liability  of  the  bankrupt  and  of  the 
trustee  under  the  contract  is  determined,  but  the  other 
party  is  deemed  to  be  a  creditor  of  the  bankrupt  to  the 
extent  of  the  injury  he  suffers  by  the  operation  of  the 
disclaimer,  and  may  prove  the  same  as  a  debt  in  the 
bankruptcy  (/).     (2)  By  the  rescission  of  the  contract  2.  Rescission 
by  order  of  the  Court,  which  may  be  made  in  the  bank-  oJtifJ^Court 
ruptcy  on  the  other  party's  application,  and  on  such  in  Bank- 
terms  as  to  the  Court  may  seem  equitable,  and  under  ^^^  °^' 
which  any  damages  made  payable  to  the  other  party 
may  be  proved  by  him  as  a  debt  in  the  bankruptcy  (g) . 
(3)  By   the    effect    of    a   composition   or    scheme   of  3.  Composi- 
arrangemeut    accepted   and    approved    by    the   Court  of^arran^Je^-™^ 
under  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1890  {//).     And  (4)  by  the  ment 
operation   of   an  order   of   discharge  obtained  by  the  thfcourt.  ^ 
bankrupt  (/).     As  we  have  seen,  in  the  case  of  a  con-  4.  Order  of 
tract  to  sell  land,  the  purchaser's  liability  to  pay  the  ° 

price  may  be  disclaimed  by  his  trustee  in  bankruptcy, 
and  will  be  extinguished  by  an  order  for  his  dis- 
charge (7f) ;  and  in  either  of  these  cases  the  vendor  is 
discharged  from  his  obligation  to  convey,  to  the  per- 


(c)  Above,  p.  915,  and  n.  (i).  (A)  Stat.  53  &  54  Vict.  c.  71, 

(/■)  Stat.  46  &  47  Vict.  c.  52,  s.    3    (12)  ;    above,    p.    478   and 

s.  56  (1,  2,  7)  ;    Jie  Rooley,  1899,  n.  [)>). 

2Q.  B.  579;  see  above,  pp.  477—  (0  Stat.  46   &  47   Vict.  c.  52, 

480,  484,  486—488.  ss.  30,  37;  Barndt  v.  King,  1891, 

{g)  Stat.  46  &  47  Vict.  c.  52,  1  Ch.  4  ;  above,  p.  478. 

s.  56  (5) ;  above,  p.  487.  {k)  Above,  pp.  478,  484. 

w. — II.  17 
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formance  of  wliicli  tlie  payment  of  the  price  is  a  con- 
dition precedent  (/).  But  the  vendor's  obligation  to 
convey  the  land  sold,  so  far  as  it  is  capable  of  being 
specifically  enforced  in  equity,  cannot,  as  a  rule,  be 
disclaimed  in  his  own  bankruptcy  {))i),  and  is  not 
released  by  an  order  made  therein  for  his  discharge  (n) . 


Discharge  of 
the  contract 
by  perform- 
ance. 


Discharge  on 
completion. 


Completion 
may  not 
discharge 
every  obliga- 
tion of  the 
contract. 

Collateral 
stipulation. 


Express 
agreement  to 
compensate 
for  errors. 


A  contract  is  discharged  by  performance  of  the 
obligations  thereby  undertaken  ;  and  each  particular 
obligation  of  the  contract  is  discharged  by  its  per- 
formance in  due  course.  Thus,  we  have  seen  that,  on 
a  sale  of  land,  Avhen  the  vendor  has,  by  furnishing  the 
proper  abstract  and  producing  the  right  evidence  in 
support  of  it,  shown  a  good  title  according  to  the 
contract,  the  purchaser  is  bound  to  accept  the  title  (o). 
And  when,  after  acceptance  of  the  title,  the  vendor  has 
duly  conveyed  the  land  sold  pursuant  to  the  contract, 
and  the  purchaser  has  paid  the  price,  the  parties  are,  as 
a  rule,  discharged  from  all  the  obligations  of  their 
contract  of  sale  ;  for  nothing  else  remains  to  be  done 
on  either  side(^;).  But  the  completion  of  a  contract 
for  the  sale  of  land,  by  conveyance  and  payment  of  the 
purchase  money,  does  not  necessarily  operate  as  a 
discharge  of  every  liability  arising  under  the  parties' 
agreement.  If  the  contract  contain  any  stipulation, 
which  is  collateral  to  the  main  duties  of  proving  title, 
conveyance  and  payment,  the  obligation  so  incurred  is 
not  discharged  by  the  performance  of  those  duties. 
Thus,  an  express  promise  contained  in  the  contract  to 
compensate  for  errors  of  description  (q),  and  a  warranty 


(l)  Above,  pp.  509,  610,  726. 

{m)  Above,  p.  479. 

(«)  Above,  p.  478 ;  lie  Heis, 
1904,  2  K.  B.  769,  777,  781, 
787. 

(o)  Above,  pp.  29,  37,  129,  132, 
506,  510 ;  and  see  Soper  v.  Arnold, 
37  Ch.  D.  96,  14  App.  Cas.  429, 
■where  the  purchaser,  through  his 


legal  adviser's  inadvertence,  ex- 
pressly accepted  a  title  which  was 
bad  on  the  face  of  the  abstract. 
Cf.  above,  pp.  144—146. 

{]})  Above,  pp.  509,  540,  571, 
576—578,  642,  729—732. 

{q)  Palmer  v.  Johnson,  13 
Q.  jB.  D.  351  ;  above,  pp.  65, 
540,  639—643. 
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of  quality  (r) ,  remain  enforceable  after  the  sale  has  been  Warranty  of 
comj)leted.     So,  also,  a  collateral  agreement  that   the  CoUateral 
purchaser,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  shall  observe  restrictions  agreement 
in  the  use  of  the  land  sold,  or  that  the  vendor  and  his  t^g  ^gg  of 
successors  in  estate  shall  observe  restrictions  in  the  use  l^"*!  o^"  *«  ^^7 

out  money 

of  other  land,  or  that  the  purchaser  shall  build  a  house  thereon. 
or  wall,  or  erect  a  fence  on  the  land  sold,  or  keep  an 
adjoining  road  in  repair  (.v),  is  not  discharged  by  con- 
veyance (/).     It  appears,  too,  that  where  there  has  been  Breach  of  an 
a  breach,  before  completion,  of  some  obligation  implied  g^^atgrai 
by  law  in  the  contract  of  sale,  but  collateral  to  the  main  obligation, 
duties  thereby  undertaken,  the  liability  for  this  breach 
is  not  discharged  by  conveyance  of  the  land  sold  in 
exchange  for  payment  of  the  price.     Thus,  it  has  been 
held  that  the  purchaser  may  maintain  an  action  against 
the  vendor,  after  completion,  for  breach  of  the  vendor's  Breach  of 
implied  obligation  to  take  proper  care  of  the  land  sold  [o"Jke  garc*^ 
in  the  interval  between  the  date  of  the  contract  and  of  the  land 
that  of  completion  (?f).     And  it  seems  that  the  same         ' 
principle  should  be  applicable  in  case  of  the  vendor's 
breach  of  his  implied  obligation  to  discharge  the  out-  or  to  discharge 
goings  up  to  the  day  fixed  for  completion  (.r).     It  is 
thought  that  an  obligation,  express  or  implied,  may  be 
said  to  be  collateral  to  the  main  duties  arising  under 
the  contract  when  it  is  of  such  a  nature  that  it  cannot 
reasonably  be  supposed   that   the  parties  intend  it  to 
be  extinguished  by  performance  of  those  duties  (//). 

Where  the  contract  contains  some  collateral  stipula-  Variation  or 

,.,.,.,,  ,  -      1  1     ^      •  L    1   omission  of 

tion,  which  IS  directed  or  may  be  requu^ed  to  be  inserted,  collateral 
in  the  deed  of  conveyance,  such  as  a  stipulation  restric-  J*'^^^'^g^°JJj 

(;■)  De    lassalh    v.    Guildford,  («)  Chrkc  v.    linwiiz,   1S91,    2 

1901,    2    K.     B.     215;     above,  Q.  B.  456 ;  above,  pP-  -i^l^,  4^6, 

pp.  640,  680,  686,  728,  732,   738,  n.  (o). 

n.  («).  {^)  Above,  pp.  447,  454,  456, 

(a-j  See  above,  pp.  427,  428.  and  n.  (o). 

{/)  Above,  pp.   428,   429,  571,  {>/)  See  cases  cited  m  notes  (5), 

572,  and  cases  there  cited.  (/•),  {11),  above. 

17  (2) 


the  outgoings. 
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be  inserted  in  tive  of  tlie  use  of  the  land  sold  or  other  land  (2),  and 
ance.°^^^^'  ^^^  stipulation  is  bj  mutual  mistake  modified  in  or 
omitted  from  the  conveyance,  the  party  injured  thereby 
is  entitled  in  equity  to  have  the  deed  of  conveyance 
rectified  accordingly  and  to  obtain  at  once  the  same 
relief,  in  the  way  of  injunction  or  otherwise,  as  if  the 
deed  had  duly  expressed  the  parties'  true  intention  (r/). 
But  where  the  parties  have  by  agreement  subsequent  to 
the  contract  modified  their  original  intention,  and  the 
deed  of  conveyance  truly  expresses  their  intention  as  so 
modified,  there  is  no  case  for  rectification  (b)  ;  and  since 
the  parties  have  expressed  their  true  intention  in  the 
deed,  it  is  no  objection  that  the  agreement  modifying 
their  original  intention  was  not  otherwise  put  into 
writing  {c).  If,  however,  other  persons  than  the  vendor 
and  purchaser  were  in  effect  parties  to  the  original 
contract,  so  that  the  vendor  and  purchaser  alone  have 
no  power  to  modify  its  provisions,  as  where  a  building 
estate  is  sold  in  lots  on  the  terms  that  all  purchasers 
shall  have  the  benefit  of  certain  restrictive  stipulations, 
then  the  vendor  and  any  single  purchaser  can  only  vary 
the  original  contract  as  between  themselves  and  their 
representatives  or  successors  in  estate,  and  remain  bound 
by  and  can  enforce  the  provisions  of  the  original  con- 
tract as  regards  all  the  other  parties  thereto  {d). 

Completion  Of  course,  completion  of  the  purchase  does  not  extin- 

ment'of  tlie''    g^^ish  the  coutract  of  sale  where  it  takes  2")lace,  by  the 

price.  parties'  arrangement,  without  payment  of  the  whole  or 

some  part  of  the  purchase  money.     In  that  case  the 

amount  unpaid  remains  owing  to  the  vendor  as  a  debt 

Vendor's  lien,  due  upon  the  contract  of  sale  {e)  ;  and  the  vendor  has 

also  an  equitable  lien  on  the  land  sold  for  the  amount 


(z)  Above,  pp.  571,  572,  589. 

(a)  Above,  i^p.  G97  sq.,  701, 
720. 

(J)  Above,  pp.  701—703,  716, 
717. 


((■)  See  above,  p.  912. 

(d)  Howell  V.  ISalchvll,  1903,  2 
Ch.  212  ;  and  see  above,  p.  431. 

((')  Consider  JEva/ts  v.  Ttccedi/, 
1  Beav.  55. 
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due,  witli  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  4/.  per  cent. 
per  annum  (_/').     This  lien  is  no  more  than  the  con- 
tinuance of  that  arising  in  equity  on  formation  of  the 
contract  of  sale  {g)  ;  the  lien  being  allowed  to  remain  in 
equity  until  payment,  notwithstanding  that  the  vendor 
has  parted  with  the  legal  estate  by  conveyance,  and 
that  in  the  deed  of  conveyance  the  whole  consideration 
money  is  expressed  to  have  been  paid  (//).     The  vendor  Waiver  or 
may,  however,  waive  or  abandon  his  lien  for  the  unpaid  of^^^""'" 
purchase  money,  and  his  intention  to  do  so  may  be 
either  expressed  or  implied  from  the  circumstances  of 
the  case.      An  express  w^aiver  or   release  of  the  lien  Express; 
presents  no  difficulty :  but  it  must  be  made  either  by 
deed  or  for  valuable   consideration;    for  a  gratuitous 
promise  or  assm^ance  of  waiver  or  abandonment  of  the 
lien  appears  to  be  of  no  avail,  if  not  given  under  seal  (/). 
As  the  benefit  of  the  lien  appears  to  be  assignable  by 
parol   only,  and   to  pass  by  an   assignment,  valid  in 
equity,  of  the  unpaid  purchase  money  (/.•),  it  seems  that 
an  agreement  for  waiver  or  abandonment  of  the  lien 

(/)  Chapmanr.  Tanner,  1  Vern.  Court  now  have  equitable  juris- 

267  ;  PoUexfen  v.  Moore,  3   Atk.  diction,  such  estoppel  by  deed  at 

272;  Mackrethv.Si/nnnons,  ISVes.  /ff(f  has  practically  ceased  to  exist. 

329_  An  endorsed  receipt  (see  above, 


{ff)  Above,  p.  440,  and  n.  {ni) 
Smith  V.  mbbard,  2  Dick.  730 
TophaniY.  Constant uir,T!sLval.  135 


p.  616  and  nu.  {])),  {q)  )  worked 
no  estoppel  either  at  law  or  in 
equity ;   at  law  it  was  only  evi- 


Toft  V.    Stephenson,  7  Hare,  1,  I  deuce  for  a  jury,  and  niight  be 

De  a.  M.  &  G.  28,  5  De  G.  M.  &  rebutted ;     Lainpon   v.    Corke,    6 

G.  73-5.      The  first  and  last  of  B.  &  A.  606,  611,  612. 
these  cases  illustrate  the  enforce-  /-x  ^^^ove,  pp.  3,  909  ;  Scffan- 

ment  of  the  vendor's  lien,  where  ^^^^_,    ^■j  j^   j    q^^   793  .   Edwards 

the  purchaser  has   bean  let  into  ^    Walters,  1896,  2  Ch.  157,  168, 

possession,  but  no  conveyance  has  j.^2  ;   and  see  AVms.  Pers.  Prop, 

been  executed.  221,'n.  (^v),  15th  ed. 

(A)  A  receipt    for    the   whole 
price   in  the    body  of    the  deed  (/.■)  Bryden  v.  Front,  3  My.  & 

estopped  the  vendor  from  proving  Cr.  670,  672—674.     The  assignee 

non-payment   at   common    law  ;  takes  subject  to  the  purchaser  s 

Baker  v.  Bcivey,  1  B.  &  C.  704  ;  right  to  have  the  estate  conveyed 

Harding  v.  Amhlcr,   3  M.  &  W.  to  him  free  from  incumbrances, 

279  ;   but  not  in  equity  ;    Coppin  or  otherwise  as  specified  m   the 

V     Coppin    2  P.  W.  291  ;    Wilson  contract,  and  to  all  prior  incum- 

v'    Keating,   28    L.   J.    Ch.    895  ;  brances  created  by  the  vendor  on 

and  cases'  cited  in  last  note  but  the  land  sold  ;    Laeey  v.  Inylc,  2 

one.   As  all  branches  of  the  Pligh  Ph.  413  ;  above,  p.  421,  n.  (s). 
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need  not  be  put  into  writing,  if  made  for  valuable  Con- 
or implied.  sideration.  Where  sueli  waiver  or  abandonment  is 
sought  to  be  implied,  the  onus  lies  on  those  who  deny 
the  existence  of  the  lien,  which  arises  by  the  rule  of 
equity  in  the  absence  of  stipulation  to  the  contrary ; 
the  question  is  one  of  the  parties'  intention,  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  documents  they  have  executed  and  the 
circumstances  of  the  case  ;  and  the  test  is,  whether  they 
have  in  effect  agreed  that  the  vendor  shall  have  some 
other  security  or  mode  of  payment  in  substitution  for 
his  lien  (/) .  For  example,  the  vendor's  lien  is  not  in 
general  affected  by  the  fact  that  he  has  accepted  the 
purchaser's  bill  of  exchange  or  promissory  note,  or 
taken  his  bond  for  payment  of  the  amount  due,  even 
though  such  payment  be  thereby  postponed  to  a  future 
day,  or  some  other  party  join  in  the  security  as  a 
surety  for  the  purchaser's  payment ;  for  these  are  only 
modes  of  payment  and  are  not  a  substitute  for  the 
lien  (;«).  But  if  the  sale  were  made  on  the  terms  of 
the  purchaser's  giving  a  bond  for  a  certain  sum  to  be 
void  on  the  performance  of  a  particular  condition,  so 
that  the  giving  of  the  bond  and  not  the  payment  of 
the  sum  thereby  secured  was  the  consideration  for  the 
conveyance,  the  vendor  would  have  no  lien  {n).  And 
an  intention  to  exclude  the  vendor's  lien  has  been 
implied  where  he  took  a  mortgage  of  the  land  sold  to 
secure  a  part  of  the  unpaid  purchase  money  (o),  where 
he  took  a  mortgage  on  part  of  the  land  to  secure  the 
whole   sum  remaining  unpaid  {p),  where  payment  of 


(/)  Machrcth    v.    Symmons,    15  488 ;    Collins  v.  CulUns,  31  Beav. 

Ves.   329,   340—350  ;     Winter  v.  347. 

Amo)i,    3  Russ.  488,    490—492  ;  («)  Parrott  v.  Su-eetland,  3  My. 

Tarrott  v.  Swcctland,  3  My.  &  K.  &  K.  G55  ;    Dixon  v.   Gai/fere,   1 

655  ;  Be  Albert,  ^c.  Co.,  L.  R.  11  De  G.  &  J.  65.5;  aud  see  Clarke  y. 

Eq.  164,  178,  179;  lie  Brentwood,  Boijl",  3  Sim.  499;  Be  Albert,  ^-e. 

^c.  Co.,  4  Ch.  D.  562;    2  Dart,  Co.,  L.  R.  11  Eq.  164,  178,  179. 

V.  &  P.  829.  (o)  Bond  v.  Kent,  2  Vern.  281. 

{m)  Grant  v.  Mills,  2  V.  &  B.  (p)    Capper     v.      Spottiswoodc , 

306;    Winter  t.  Anson,  3  Russ.  Taml.  21. 
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the  purchase  money  was  to  be  secured  by  a  transfer  of 
stock  redeemable  on  payment  (q),  and  where  payment 
of  the  price  was  to  be  made  partly  in  shares  of  a 
company  and  partly  out  of  moneys  to  be  received  by 
the  company  from  the  sale  of  shares  or  from  loans 
made  to  them  {>■).  The  vendor  has  a  lien,  in  the 
absence  of  stipulation  to  the  contrary,  where  the  price 
is  payable  by  instalments  («) ,  or  the  sale  is  made  in 
consideration  of  the  payment  of  an  annuity  {t)  :  but  not 
if  the  parties'  intention  appear  to  be  that  there  shall  be 
no  such  lien  (u) . 

Where  land  is  taken  by  agreement  or  compulsorily  Lien  on  land 
under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act,  1845  («■),  the  vendor  has  the  LanV 
the  like  lien  as  in  the  case  of  an  ordinary  sale,  and  not  Ckuses  Act, 
only  for  the  price  of  the  land,  but  for  all  compensation 
money  payable  to  him  (y) . 

A  vendor's  lien  on  the  land  sold  for  unpaid  purchase  Vendor's  Uen 
money  is  not  required  to  be  registered  by  the  Middlesex  Mi^^aiese^or 
Eegistry  Acts;    nor  was   such   registration   necessary  Yorkshire, 
under  the  old  Yorkshire  Eegistry  Acts  (z).    But  by  the 
Yorkshu^e   Eegistries  Act,   1884  (a),   no   lien  on  any 
lands  in  Yorkshire  in  respect  of  any  unpaid  pm^chase 

(q)  Nairn    v.    rroicse,    6    Ves.  (.r)  Stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  18. 

75'2  ;    see  Machrth  v.  Symmons,  ^^^   Walker  v.    Ware,    SfC.   By. 

15  Ves.  329,  348.     ,     ^       ^        ^  Co.,  L.  R.  1  Eq.  195;     Wing  v. 

{r)   Re   Brcntuood,    ^-c.    Co.,    4  T„it^,auim^  ^c.  By.   Co.,  L.  R.  3 

Ch  D.  662.                    ,^  r^t,    T>  Ch.   740;    Allgood  y.  Merrybent, 

(s)  I^ives  V.  ^ives,   15  Gh.  L>.  s,-c.  By.  Co.,  33  Ch.  D.  571;    see 

^^^;    ^     ,.^  c        7  ■,  A       libove,  p.  919.     But  the  lien  does 

{t)   Tardiffe  v.   Serughan    cited       ^^^   ^^^^^^    ^^   ^^^   ^o^t^  of   an 

l^/°-„^-,o-  t"^'     JLi     to'  arbitration,   by  which  the    pur- 

Pocknell,     13     bim.     40b,     41Z;  ^^^^^    money    has    been    ascer- 

MatthewY   Bowler,  Q_^^re,\lQ-,  ^^j^^^  .    j^,,.,.,,.,   ^^    Stafford,  %e. 

Dixon  V.  Gayfcrc,  1  I3e  (jr.  &  J.  ^^_  ^,^_^  j^   -^    ^3  -^^   5^4. 

^%^^Maeh-eth   y.    Symmons,    15  ^  (^)    ^"^'"Z' "/.^J   ^-     ^"'*''"'    ^^ 

Ves.  329,  350-354  ;  BucMand  v.  *^'^-  ^-  °"^'  °^' • 
FockneU,   Dixon   v.    Gay/ere,    iibi  («)  Stat.  47   &   48  Vict.  c.  54, 

sup. ;    Jersey  v.  Briton,  ^-c.   Co.,  s.  7  ;   Battison  v.  Hobson,  1896,  2 

L.  R.  7  Eq.  40  '.  Ch.  403j  412;  above,  pp.  362  sq. 


928 


OF  THE  DISCHARGE  OF  THE  CONTRACT. 


On  land 
situate  in  a 
compulsory 
registration 
district. 


money  sliall  have  any  effect  or  priority  against  any 
assurance  for  valuable  consideration  whicli  may  be 
registered  under  this  Act,  unless  and  until  a  memoran- 
dum of  such  lien  or  charge  has  been  registered  in 
accordance  with  the  Act,  Where  a  sale  of  land  situate 
in  a  compulsory  registration  district  is  to  be  com- 
pleted (/>)  without  payment  of  the  whole  price,  the 
vendor  must  take  care  to  have  his  vendor's  lien  entered 
on  the  register  as  an  incumbrance  prior  to  registra- 
tion (c)  ;  for  if  this  be  not  done,  it  appears  that  the  lien 
will  be  extinguished  on  the  purchaser's  registration  as 
proprietor  with  an  absolute  title.  The  lien  will,  how- 
ever, remain  unaffected  by  registration  of  the  title, 
if  the  purchaser  be  registered  as  proprietor  with  a 
possessory  title  only,  or  with  a  qualified  title  excepting 
the  vendor's  lien,  or  (in  the  case  of  a  sale  of  leaseholds) 
with  a  good  leasehold  title  (r/).  But  as  all  such  titles 
may  be  subsequently  turned  into  an  absolute  title  {c), 
the  only  safe  course  is  to  register  the  vendor's  lien  in 
all  cases. 


Against  The  vendor's  lien,  like  other  equitable  interests  (/), 

^endOT?lien  ^^  enforceable,  as  a  rule,  against  all  persons  who  claim 
is  enforceable,  under  the  purchaser's  estate  in  the  land  sold,  either  for 
a  legal  estate  or  interest  by  operation  of  law,  by 
gratuitous  assignment,  or  as  purchasers  for  value  with 
notice  of  the  lien,  or  for  an  equitable  estate  or  in- 
terest {g)  ;  but  not  against  any  person  who  has  acquired 
a  legal  estate  or  interest  in  the  land  sold  in  good  faith 
as  purchaser  for  value  without  notice  of  the  lien  (//). 


{h)  Above,  pp.  369  sq. 

(c)  See  Land  Transfer  Rules, 
1903,  Nos.  7,  8,  46,  175—181. 

{d)  Stat.  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  87, 
Bs.  7—9,  13,  29—35,  38;  Land 
Transfer  Rules,  1903,  rr.  52—57, 
140—143  ;  Wms.  Real  Prop.  626 
sr/.,  19th  ed. 


(e)  See  Land  Transfer  Rules, 
1903,  No.  36. 

(/)  Above,  pp.  496  sq. 

(ff)  Macli'cth  V.  Si/mmons,  15 
Ves.  329,  337,  349  ;  Cave  v.  Cave, 
15  Ch.  D.  639,  646—649  ;  Kcttle- 
u-cll  V.  Watson,  26  Ch.  D.  501, 
608. 

(//)  Smith  V.  Evans,  28  Beav.  59. 
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But  if  the  vendor  execute  a  conveyance  containing  a  Whore  the 

PI  11  1  vendor  lias 

statement  of  payment  and  receipt  of  the  whole  purcnase  put  it  in  the 
money,  and  allow  the  purchaser  to  have  the  custody  of  PJ^^^^'';^'''' 
this  deed  and  the  other  title  deeds  without  obtaining  dispose 

„     ,  .11  I   'I    •      l^  1  '„   absolutelv  of 

payment  of  the  price,  lie  has  put  it  m  the  purchaser  s  ^^^  ^^^^_ 
power  to  deal  with  the  land  as  his  own  ;  and  it  has 
been  held  on  this  ground  that  a  vendor,  who  so  acted, 
had  an  inferior  claim  on  the  land  to  an  equitable 
mortgagee  from  the  purchaser  by  deposit  of  the  title 
deeds ;  for  the  mortgagee  was  entitled  to  rely  on  the 
statement  of  payment  of  the  whole  price,  and  the  pur- 
chaser was  estopped,  as  against  him,  from  asserting  the 
untruth  of  the  representation  so  made  (/).  So,  where 
a  vendor  joined  with  the  pui'chaser  in  executing  a 
mortgage  of  the  land  sold  (/.•),  and  where  he  executed 
a  conveyance  for  the  express  purpose  of  enabling  the 
purchaser  to  raise  money  by  mortgage  (/),  it  was  held 
that  he  could  not  assert  any  lien  for  unpaid  purchase 
money  against  the  mortgagee.  And  where,  under  the 
old  Yorkshire  Registry  Acts(y«)>  ^'©ndors  of  land  in 
Yorkshire  had  executed  a  conveyance  and  allowed  it  to 
be  registered  with  the  object  of  enabling  the  purchaser 
to  re-sell  the  land  in  lots,  and  the  conduct  of  their 
solicitor,  to  whom  they  left  everything,  was  such  as  to 
induce  sub-purchasers  to  believe  that  the  purchaser  had 
full  power  to  deal  with  the  land,  it  w\as  held  that  they 
could  not  assert  their  lien  for  unpaid  purchase  money 
as  against  sub-purchasers  taking  an  equitable  estate  in 
the  land  without  notice  of  the  vendors'  intention  to 
insist  on  their  lien  (n). 

If  the  vendor  execute  a  conveyance  to  the  purchaser  Vendor  ^ 
without  receiving  payment  of  the  whole  price,  he  has  conveyance 

(i)  Eice  V.  Hicr,  2  Drew.   73,  514,  10  Price,  109. 
85;  Itimmcr  v.    irebste,;   1902,  2  {!}   Smith  v.  Lram  28  B2av  59 

Ch.  163,  173,  174;  above,  pp.  616,  {m)  Above,  pp.  362,  n.  (r),  927. 

n    (v),  655,  847.  [n)  KettleKcU    v.      11  al^vn,    26 

(k)  Good   V.    Pollard,    9    Price,  Ch.  D.  501. 
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without  pay-   no   lien   at   common   law    autliorismg    him  to   retain 

common^law     possession  of  tliG  title  deeds  (o).     It  appears,  however, 

lien  on  the       fi^^t  liis  equitable  lien  on  the  land  sold  ffives  him  the 
title  deeds. 

right  to  keep  the  title  deeds  until  payment  {p).  As 
we  have  seen  (q),  the  vendor  is  entitled  to  retain 
possession  and  defer  conveyance  of  the  land  sold  until 
payment  of  the  whole  price  ;  and  if  he  propose  to 
make  conveyance  on  payment  of  part  only,  he  should, 
before  parting  with  his  estate  in  the  land  sold,  make 
such  stipulation  as  he  desires  concerning  the  custody  of 
the  title  deeds,  including  the  conveyance  itself,  pending 
full  payment.  And  he  should  not  forget  that,  if  before 
the  price  is  paid  he  allow  the  purchaser  to  have 
possession  of  the  title  deeds,  including  a  conveyance 
from  himself  containing  a  receipt  for  the  purchase 
money  in  full,  he  puts  it  in  the  purchaser's  power  to 
create,  not  only  legal  estates  or  interests,  but  also 
equitable  charges,  which  will  exclude  or  have  priority 
over  his  vendor's  lien  (r).  On  the  other  hand,  if  the 
unpaid  vendor  retain  all  the  title  deeds  in  his  own 
possession,  a  subsequent  purchaser  or  mortgagee  from 
the  purchaser  will  be  affected  with  notice  of  the  lien, 
if  he  omit  to  make  inquiry  for  the  deeds,  and  so  will 
be  postponed  to  the  vendor's  claim,  notwithstanding 
that  he  have  acquired  the  legal  estate  (-s) . 

How  the  lien       The  Vendor's  lien  for  unpaid  purchase  money,  after 
IS  enforceable,  execution  of  a  Conveyance  to  the  purchaser,  does  not 


{o)  Goode  V.  Burton,  1  Ex.  189  ; 
Bee  above,  p.  602. 

(j9)  Dnjden  v.  Tro^t,  3  My.  & 
Cr.  670,  672,  673.  This  aiitho- 
rity  seems  to  have  escaped  the 
notice  of  the  editors  of  Dart, 
V.  &  P.  6th  ed.  (see  p.  826),  or 
they  would  hardly  have  altered 
the  statement  in  2  Dart,  V.  &  P. 
731,  5th  ed.  It  appears,  indeed, 
to  have  been  overlooked  by  Dart 
himself,  and  Sugden  too ;  see  Sug. 
V.  &  P.  131,  565. 

{q)  Above,  pp.  509,  610. 


(r)  Above,  p.  929. 

(«)  Worthing  ton  v.  Morgan,  16 
Sim.  547  ;  Olivrr-v.  Binton,  1899, 
2  Ch.  264.  But  if  he  make 
inquiry  for  the  deeds  and  receive 
a  reasonable  excuse  for  their 
non-production,  he  will  not  be 
affected  with  notice  of  the  lien  ; 
Iletcitt  V.  Looscmore,  9  Hare,  449  ; 
and  see  Jliint  v.  Ehnes,  2  I)e  G. 
F.  &  J.  578  ;  Eatdifc  v.  Barnard, 
L.  E.  6  Ch.  652;  Manners  v. 
Meiv,  29  Ch.  D.  725,  733. 
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entitle  him  to  resume  possession  of  tlie  land  sold  (/), 
nor  does  it  authorise  him  to  sell  the  land  so  charged  (mo- 
llis only  remedy  to  enforce  the  lien  appears  to  he  to 
apply  to  the  Court,  under  its  equitable  jurisdiction,  for 
a  declaration  of  charge  and  an  order  for  sale  to  raise 
the  amount  due  (.r).  If,  however,  the  order  for  sale 
prove  ineffectual,  the  property  being  unsaleable  at  any 
adequate  price,  the  Court  may  then  make  an  order 
directing  the  vendor  to  be  again  let  into  possession 
thereof  (y) . 

If  one  advance  money  in  payment  for  land,  which  Subrogation 
another  is   under  contract  to  buy,  he  is  entitled  by  i^J^^^f  person 
subrogation  to  the  same  lien  which  the  vendor  would  J^'^J^^^'^^^fase 
have  had  if  the  price  had  remained  unpaid  (~) .     Thus,  money. 
where  an  undischarged  bankrupt  bought  land,  and  his 
solicitor  paid  part  of  the  purchase  money  for  him,  it 
was  held  that  the  solicitor  should  have  a  lien  for  the 
amount  so  paid,  in  priority  to  the  claims  of  the  trustee 
and  creditors  in  the  bankruptcy  {a) . 

Where  a  conveyance  has  been  executed  without  pay-  Where  the 
ment  of  the  whole  price,  the  purchaser  is  entitled  in  incmubSn°ces 
equity  to  set  off  against  the  unpaid  purchase  money  Jjj^°^^^^^^^^  _ 
any  sums  of  money  expended  by  him  in  the  discharge  ance  may  be 
of  incumbrances  subsequently  discovered,  which  were  ^^^*p^?/°^j^'*^ 


(t)  Munns  v.  Isle  of  Wight  By.  414,  n.  {p);  Machrth  v.  Si/mmons, 

Co    li   R    5  Ch    414,  416,  419;  IbYes.  ^29;  Ecclesiastical  Commrs. 

jnmams  'v.  Aylesbury,    S;c.    By.  v.  rhnicy,  18D9,  2  Oh   729,  1900, 

Co     28  L.  T.N.  S.  547,  21  "W.  R.  2  Ch.  736,  Seton  on  Judgments, 

819;    AUgood  v.    3Ierrybent,   S;c.  2290,  2291,  6th  ed. 
By.  Co.,  33  Ch.  D.  571,  574.     As  (y)  AUgood    v.    Merrybcnf,    ^c. 

in  the  case  of  a  sale  of  goods,  the  Hy,  Co.,  33  Ch.  D.  571. 

^?°pSy!i?LrcSdr„rl£^  J)  if- V  ««  U  Sin..  4.0, 

piujjtiL_y,  ,,„vnV,Q=ov'ci  427;  BrocUesby\.  Temperance,  ^c. 

the  contract  for  the  purchasei  s  '  >  J ^    i7q    iqo    lot;. 

^^t^'e't  I4  ;    and    see  focy     1902,  1  Ch.  1,  1903,  A.  C. 

A.-G.  V.  SUfhlgbourue,  ^-c.    By.  6  ;  above,  p.  800. 
Co.,  L.  R.  1  Eq.  636.  {<')  Bird   v.    Fhilpott,    1900,    1 

{x)  Above,  pp.  44,  and  n.  {b),  Ch.  822. 


chase  money. 
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created  bj  the  vendor  himself  or  comprehended  in  the 
vendor's  covenants  for  title  {h).  And  the  purchaser  is 
of  course  entitled  to  assert  the  same  right  as  against 
any  assignee  of  the  unpaid  purchase  money  (r),  unless, 
in  view  of  the  assignment  of  the  debt,  the  assignee  had 
made  inquiry  of  him  as  to  the  state  of  account  between 
him  and  the  vendor,  and  had  received  in  answer  an 
admission  that  the  whole  amount  was  owing  [d).  Eut 
if  any  incumbrance  discovered  subsequently  to  the 
conveyance  were  created  under  title  paramount  to  the 
vendor's,  and  were  not  within  the  guarantee  provided 
by  his  covenants  for  title  {e),  it  appears  that  the  pur- 
chaser has  no  right  to  withhold  payment  of  any  part  of 
the  purchase  money  on  that  account  (,/),  unless  the  sale 
were  induced  by  the  vendor's  fraudulent  misrepresen- 
tation as  to  his  title  or  otherwise  {<j). 


Remedies 
remaining 
open  after 
conveyance. 


Here  it  may  be  convenient  to  state  shortly  what 
remedies  remain  open  to  the  parties  to  a  sale  of  land 
after  completion  of  the  contract  by  conveyance.  These 
are  (1)  an  action  to  enforce  any  obligation  which  arises 
out  of  or  is  collateral  to  the  contract  and  is  not 
extinguished  by  the  conveyance  of  the  land  (//),  as  to 
recover  any  unpaid  purchase  money  or  to  enforce  the 
vendor's  lien  in  respect  thereof  (/),  for  breach  of  a 
collateral  stipulation  contained  in  the  contract  (A-),  or 
for  breach  of  a  collateral  warranty  (/)  ;  (2)  an  action  to 
rescind  the  contract  for  fraudulent  misrepresentation  {m), 


[b)  Mmjnard''s  case,  2  Freem.  1 ; 
ToimUlc  V.  Naish,  3  P.  W.  306  ; 
Sug.  V.  &  P.  552 ;  2  Dart,  V.  &  P. 
905,  90G. 

(c)  Above,  p.  675. 

{(1)  Above,  p.  437  ;  2  Dart, 
V.  &  P.  906. 

{$)  Above,  p.  571. 

(/)  Consider  Ilaynarcfs  case. 
2  Freem.  1  ;  Anon.,  ib.  106 
Thomas   v.    roivcU,   2   Cox,    394 


Waheman  v.  Eutland,  3  Ves.  233, 
235  ;  contra,  Anon.,  2  Ch.  Ca.  19  ; 
but  this  is  not  law  ;  Sug.  V.  &  P. 
551,  552. 

(-7)  Above,  pp.  577,  578,  723, 
728. 

[h]  Above,  pp.  922—924. 

(i)  Above,  pp.  924,  930. 

[k)  Above,  pp.  55,  540,  922. 

(/)  Above,  pp.  5 JO,  728,  732, 
73»,  n.  («),  922,  923. 

(/«)  Above,  pp.  723,  728,  752. 
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duress  or  undue  influence  (ii),  or  on  the  ground  of 
relative  equitable  disability  (o)  :  but  not  for  innocent 
misrepresentation  {p)  ;  (-i)  an  action  of  deceit  for 
fraudulent  misrejiresentation  (y),  or  an  action  to 
recover  damages  for  duress  amounting  to  a  tort  (r)  ; 

(4)  an  action  for  rectification  of  the  conveyance  (s)  ; 

(5)  an  action  to  enforce  any  covenant  contained  in  the 
deed  of  conveyance,  as  upon  covenants  for  title  {f)  or  to 
enforce  restrictive  covenants  (»),  or  a  covenant  to  build, 
repair,  or  the  like  (.r)  ;  (6)  an  action  to  enforce  any 
covenant  or  agreement  running  with  the  land  sold  at 
law  or  in  equity,  as  covenants  for  title  entered  into  by 
the  vendor's  predecessor  in  estate  {//),  or  restrictive 
covenants  made  with  the  vendor  or  any  of  his  prede- 
cessors in  title  {z)  ;  (7)  an  action  founded  on  the  legal 
incapacity  of  a  party  to  the  sale,  as  by  an  infant 
vendor  (a)  or  a  corporation  disabled  from  selling  its 
land  (b),  to  recover  the  land  sold  ;  and.  (8)  an  action  to 
rescind  the  contract,  if  made  under  a  common  mistake 
of  fact  (M). 

I  2.— Of  Breach  of  the  Contract  and  Discharge  therefrom 
after  Breach. 
A  breach  of  the  contract  is  committed  when  one  of  Breach  of  the 

1  T .       1  •         •  -I  contract. 

the  parties  fails  to  perform  some  obligation  imposed  on 
him  by  the  agreement  at  the  time  when  it  ought  to  be 
performed  (c).  The  obligations  undertaken  on  a  sale 
of  land  have  been  already  enumerated  [d)  ;  they  consist 
mainly  in  the  vendor's  duty  to  show  a  good  title  and 

in)  Above,  p.  766.  W  See  above,  p.  427. 

(o)  Above,  pp.  874  sq.  {>/)  Sug.  V.  &  P.  551  ;   above, 

(p)  Above,  pp.  540,  577,  578,  pp.  582—584. 

642     730,732;    Seddon  y.  North  (;)  Above,  pp.  426  s(?.,  430,  431. 

Eastern  Salt  Co.,  Ld.,  1905,  1  Ch.  («)  Above,  p.  798. 

39g  (/;)  Above,  pp.  8oo  iq. 

'(q)   Above,  pp.  723,  729,  730,  {bb)  Above,  p.  695. 

1T33    ^39  [c)  Consider  Noble  v.  Edwardes, 

(/■)  Above   p.  769.  5  Ch.  D.  378  ;  Eatyick  v.  Milner, 

is)  Above'  pp.   564,  565,  568,  2  C.  P.  D.  342  ;  Howe  v.  Smith, 

574,  588,  703,  704,  719,  720.  27  Ch.  D.  89,  103,  104  ;    Eowell 

U)  Above,  pp.  540,  568,  571.  v.  Marshall,  1899,  1  Q.  B.  710. 

(«)  Above,  pp.  426  sq.,  589.  {d)  Above,  p.  27. 
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Time  when 
the  contract 
is  broken. 


At  Tvhat  time 
failure  to 
complete  a 
sale  of  land  is 
a  breach  of 
contract. 


Service  of 
notice  making 
time  essential. 


convey  the  land  sold  and  the  purchaser's  to  pay  the 
price.  With  respect  to  the  time  for  performance  of 
these  obligations,  ^ve  have  seen  that  the  general  rule  is 
that  any  act  necessary  to  be  done  by  either  party  in 
order  to  carry  out  the  contract  must  be  done  within  a 
reasonable  time  (p)  ;  and  that,  although  a  day  be  fixed 
for  completion  of  the  contract,  time  is  not  in  general 
of  the  essence  of  the  contract  either  in  equity  or,  since 
the  Judicature  Acts,  at  law(/).  It  follows  that, 
except  Avhere  time  is  of  the  essence  of  the  stipulation  {g), 
a  breach  of  contract  is  only  committed  in  the  case  of 
unreasonable  delay  in  the  performance  of  any  act  agreed 
to  be  done  (//) .  For  example,  where  time  is  not  essen- 
tial, a  party  failing  to  complete  a  sale  of  laud  on  the 
daj'  fixed  therefor  by  the  agreement  does  not  then 
commit  a  breach  of  contract  either  in  equity  or  at 
law  (/)  ;  it  is  only  on  failure  to  complete  within  a 
reasonable  time  after  that  day  that  the  contract  is 
broken  (/.•) .  The  result  is  that,  where  either  party 
makes  delay  in  performing  his  part  of  the  agreement, 
the  most  prudent  course  for  the  other  is  to  serve  a 
notice  upon  him  making  time  of  the  essence  of  the 
contract,  but  taking  care  to  allow  him  a  reasonable 
time,  from  the  date  of  service  of  the  notice,  within 
which  to  accomplish  the  acts  he  has  delayed  to  per- 
form (/).  If  after  service  of  such  a  notice  the  party 
in  default  fail  to  do  the  required  act  within  the  time  so 
limited,  the  other  party  will  be  then  entitled  to  treat 
the  contract  as  broken  {m). 


{e)  Above,  p.  40. 

(/)  Above,  pp.  47—49,  506— 
509. 

iff)  Above,  pp.    49,   51,    50G— 
508. 

(/()  Consider 7l/ffc/i->W/«v.  Marlar, 
1   Cox,  259  ;    Lloyd  v.   CoJlett,  4 
Bro.  C.  C.  409,  4  Ves.  690,  n. 
Venn   V.    CattcU,   27  L.    T.   469 
Hou-e  V.   Smith,   27  Ch.  D.   89 


Cormmll  v.  Hcnson,  1900,  2  Ch. 
298. 

(0  ratricJc  V.  IlUner,  2  C.  P.  D. 
342. 

(/.•)  Howe  V.  Smith,  27  Ch.  D. 
89,  103,  104. 

(0  Above,  pp.  40,  508. 

(;«)  Above,  p.  40,  and  cases 
there  cite  I. 
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The  effect  of  a  breach  of  contract  is  in  every  case  to  Effect  of 
give  rise  to  a  right  of  action  for  debt  or  damages  against  contract, 
the  party  who  commits  it,  at  suit  of  the  other  party  to  the 
agreement :  but  tlio  broach  may  or  may  not  operate  to 
discharge  the  other  from  his  obligation  under  the  con- 
tract, and  to  give  him  the  option  of  rescinding  or 
enforcing  the  contract.  This  arises  from  the  fact  that, 
according  to  English  law,  the  duty  created  by  a  con- 
tract is  not  an  entire  and  indivisible  thing,  but  may 
consist  of  various  separate  obligations  undertaken  by 
one  party  ;  and  the  performance  of  any  of  those  obliga- 
tions may  or  may  not  be  a  condition  precedent  to  his 
enforcing  the  other  party's  liability  {n).  If  the  obliga- 
tion broken  be  such  that  its  performance  by  the 
defaulting  party  was  not  essential  to  his  enforcing  the 
contract  himself,  the  other  party  is  not  released  from 
his  own  duty  under  the  contract,  and  has  merely  a 
right  of  action  for  the  breach.  Thus,  where  a  sale  of  Comu-aii  v. 
land  was  made  for  a  price  payable  by  several  small 
instalments,  and  the  purchaser  made  default  in  paying 
the  last  instalment,  it  w\as  considered  that  the  vendor 
was  entitled  only  to  sue  for  the  amount  due  and  not  to 
rescind  the  contract  of  sale  (o) .  And,  as  we  have 
seen  (/;),  the  breach  of  a  puvc  w^arranty,  not  amounting 
to  a  condition,  does  not  give  rise  to  a  right  to  avoid  a 
sale.  Breach  of  an  obligation  of  this  kind  is  no  bar  to 
the  enforcement  of  the  rest  of  the  contract  by  the  party 
in  default,  so  long  as  he  offer  to  perform  the  stipulation 
broken  w^hen  insisting  on  the  other's  liability  {q).  But 
if  the  performance  of  the  obligation  broken  be  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  the  liability  of  the  party  w^io  is 
not  in  default,  the  breach  discharges  him  from  his  own 

(«)  Above,  pp.  725 — 728.  sup.  ;  and  consider  the  equitable 

,  .    „          „        Tr            ir-nn    n  doctrino  that  a   contract  mif'ht 

[o]   Cornwall  v.  Hcnson,  ISOO,  2  ^^  specifically  enforced,  notwith- 

On.  iJb.  standing  that  a  stipulation  as  to 

{p)  Above,  pp.  724,  72o.  time  were  broken  ;  above,  pp.  47 

[q)    Cornwall   v.    Senson,    ubi  — 49,  606 — 508. 
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obligation  of  the  contract,  and  gives  him  the  right,  at 
his  election,  to  rescind  the  contract  or  to  sue  upon  it 
for  the  breach. 

Discharge  of  This  proposition  is  occasionally  summarized  as  the 
breach.^'''  ^^  discharge  of  the  contract  by  breach ;  a  term  which  is 
not  perfectly  accurate  and  may  mislead  a  student  of 
law.  The  contract  is  not  extinguished  by  the  breach  ; 
for  no  one  may  discharge  himself  from  his  contract  by 
breaking  it ;  and  the  other  party  may  enforce  the  con- 
tract after  the  breach.  The  true  sense  of  the  expression 
is  that  one  party  to  a  contract  may  be  discharged  from 
his  obligation  thereunder  by  the  other  party's  breach  of 
the  contract.  This  doctrine  has  been  already  men- 
tioned (r)  ;  and  it  comes  into  operation  where  the  parties' 
intention,  to  be  gathered  from  the  terms  of  the  whole 
contract,  is  that  the  i)erformance  by  one  of  them  of  his 
part  of  the  contract,  or  of  some  particular  stipulation 
contained  therein,  shall  be  a  condition  2)rcccdcnt  to  the 
other  party's  liability  under  the  agreement  (.s).  In  that 
case,  the  breach  by  the  one  of  his  duty  under  the  con- 
tract or  stipulation  discharges  the  other  from  the  obli- 
gation of  performing  his  part  of  the  contract ;  and  the 
other  will  be  immediately  entitled  at  his  election  either 
to  rescind  the  contract  and  sue  for  the  return  of  any 
money  paid  or  property  transferred  by  him  thereunder, 
or  else  to  affirm  the  contract  and  sue  for  damages  for 
the  breach  (/).  If,  however,  he  choose  to  affirm  the 
contract  and  the  performance  of  his  own  duty  there- 
under were  a  condition  precedent  to  the  defaulting 
party's  liability,  then  he  must  show  that  he  has  (so  far 
as  possible)  performed,  or  otherwise  has  offered  to  per- 

(r)  Above,  p.  725.  ,    (0  fos'^^  v.  Macferlan    2  Burr. 

^  '  '■  lOOo,  1010  fq.  ;   Seaward  v.  TFil- 

(*)  Jlotham  V.  East  India   Co.,  lock,  5  East,  198,  202  ;    Flif/ht  v. 

1  T.  R.  038,  645 ;  JBettini  v.  Gye,  Booth,   1   Bing.  N.  C.  370,    375, 

1  Q.  B.  D.  18:i,  180,  187;  above,  376;    Michael  v.   Hart,    1902,    I 

pp.  726  and  n.  («),  935.  K.  B.  482,  490  ;  above,  p.  726. 
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form  Ills  own  part  of  his  agreement  in  order  to  recover 

damages  for  the  other's  breach  («).     Thus,  on  a  sale  of 

land,  the  performance  by  the  vendor  of  his  obligation 

to  show  a  good  title  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the 

purchaser's  liability  under  the  contract  (.r)  ;  and  if  this 

duty  be  not  discharged,  the  purchaser  may  at  once, 

without  waiting  for  the  day  fixed  for  completion,  insist 

upon  the  breach  and  either  rescind  the  contract  or  treat 

it  as  broken  accordingly  (//).     So,  also,  the  fulfilment  of  Breach  of 

a  warranty  of  quality  or  any  similar  warranty  or  repre-  quality  or° 

sentation  by  the  vendor  which  has  induced  the  sale  is,  similar  repre- 

,     sentation. 

in  general,   a  condition   precedent   to   the  purchaser  s 

liability  to  carry  out  the  contract ;  and  a  breach  thereof 

entitles  him  to  rescind  (s) ,  or  if  the  stipulation  broken 

be  a  part  of  the  contract  (a),  to  claim  damages  for  the 

vendor's  non-performance  of    the  agreement.     And  as  Breach  of  the 

we  have  seen  (6),  when  the  title  has  been  accepted,  the  convey  or  pay 

stipulations  requiring  the  vendor  to  convey  the  land  the  price. 

sold  and  the  purchaser  to  pay  the  price  are  dependent 

on  each  other ;  the  performance  of  each  is  a  condition 

precedent  to  liability  under  the  other;  and  if  the  vendor 

refuse  to  convey  [c) ,  or  the  purchaser  fail  to  pay  (d) ,  the 

other  party  is  discharged  from  his  own  obligation  under 

the  contract,  and  may  either  rescind  the  agreement  for 

sale  or  sue  for  damages  thereunder.     But  if  the  pm-- 

(m)  Glazehrook  v.    JFoodrotv,    8  724—728,    731,    732,    736,    738  ; 

T.  R.  366  ;   Poole  v.  HUI,  6  M.  &  and   see  EUiiif/cy  v.    Mutual,   <^c. 

W.  835  ;    Laird  v.  Tim,  7   M.  &  Co.,  1905,  1  K.  B.  31. 

W.  474  ;  above,  p.  726.  («)  Above,  pp.  724—728,  731. 

(.1-)  Above,  p.  27,  n    {b)  ^^^  ^^                509,  510,  726. 

(y)  Hoggart  v.  Scott,  1  Russ.  &  ;  '            ,            t,.,  ,      t      -d      o 

My.  293,  295  ;    Weston  y.  Savage,  ^  (')^!!{'f   7;.  ^^'1-'-o      j, 

10  Ch.  D.  736  ;  Brcicer  v.  Broad-  Q-  B.  314    4  Q    B   6.9 ;   Ba.ny 

wood,  22  Ch.  D.  105,  109  ;  Lee  v.  ^'t^'"'^!,^''   ^-   ?•    ]  ""   |l-J°'^.; 

Soames,    36  W.   R.    884;    above,  ^OJ)  ;    /)«y  v.    -S*«^fe^o«,    1899,    2 

pp.  133-135,  148,  149,  152;  and  Ch.  320,  329,  333,  334  ;    and  see 

see    above,    pp.    634-640,    679,  '('>!'\^:    ^'"•'^'«^'-.    ^902,    1    Ch. 

680,  as  to  a   breach  of  contract  l^"-)  '■•^'^' 

occurring  by  reason  of  a  deficiency  {d)  Poole  v.  2Iill,  6   M.   &   W. 

in  quantity  of  the  land  or  estate  835  ;    Laird  v.  Tim,  7  M.  &  W. 

promised  to  be  conveyed.  474  ;  Soper  v.  Arnold,  37  Ch.  D. 

(c)  Above,  pp.  681,  683,   686,  96,  14  App.  Cas.  429. 


W. — II. 
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Breach  of 
contract  by- 
renunciation 
of  perform- 
ance. 


chaser  fail  to  pay  tlie  price,  tlie  vendor  affirming  the 
contract  cannot  recover  damages  thereunder  without 
proving  that  he  has  shown  a  good  title  and  has  offered 
to  convey  the  land  {e).  So  if  the  vendor  should  refuse 
to  convey,  the  purchaser  claiming  damages  for  breach 
of  the  contract  must  show  that  he  has  tendered  a  con- 
veyance and  offered  to  pay  the  purchase  money  (/) . 

A  breach  of  contract  may  be  committed,  not  only  by 
the  failure  to  perform  some  obligation  under  the  con- 
tract at  the  time  when  it  ought  to  be  fulfilled,  but  also 
by  the  renunciation  of  performance  of  the  contract; 
and  this  may  occur  in  two  ways.  If  either  party  abso- 
lutely refuse,  or  if  by  his  own  act  he  make  it  impossible 
for  him  to  carry  out  his  part  of  the  agreement,  the 
other  is  entitled  at  his  election  either  to  treat  such 
renunciation  of  performance  as  a  breach  of  contract, 
and  at  once  to  rescind  or  sue  upon  the  contract  accord- 
ingly, or  else  to  treat  the  agreement  as  still  subsisting, 
wait  till  the  time  is  gone  by  for  the  renouncing  party 
to  perform  the  acts  promised,  and  then  sue  him  for  the 
breach  occasioned  by  such  non-performance  (r/).  If  the 
injm-ed  party  adopt  the  former  alternative,  he  will  be 
entirely  discharged  from  his  own  obligation  under  the 
contract ;  so  much  so,  that  if  he  choose  to  treat  the 
renunciation  as  a  breach  and  to  sue  at  once  for 
damages  in  affirmance  of  the  contract,  he  will  not  be 
bound  to  prove  the  performance  of,  or  any  offer  to 
perform,  his  own  part  of  the  agreement,  but  may 
recover  if   the  other  party's  conduct  alone  prevented 


[e]  Noble  V.  Edivarde/s,  5  Ch.  D. 
378,  393;  above,  pp.  726,  n.  {x), 
93G  ;  see  also  Powell  v.  Marahall, 
1899,  1  Q.  B.  710;  above,  p.  481. 

(/)  See  previous  note,  and 
Bennett  V.  Stone,  1902,  1  Ch.  226, 
236,  1903,  1  Ch.  509,  517,  523, 
527. 


[g)  Ilochster  v.  Delatour,  2  E.  & 
B.  678  ;  De  Bernardy  v.  Harding, 
8  Ex.  822,  824  ;  Frost  v.  Knight, 
L.  R.  7  Ex.  Ill  ;  Johnstone  v. 
Ililliny,  16  Q.  B.  D.  460  ;  Michael 
V.  Hart,  1902,  1  K.  B.  482  ;  see 
also  Oqdens,  Ld.  v.  Nelson,  1903, 
2  K.  B.  287,  1904,  2  K.  B.  410, 
1905,  A.  C.  109. 
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him  from  performing'  it  (//).     If,  on  tlie  other  hand,  he 
elect  not  to  treat  the   renunciation  as   an   immediate 
breach,  but  to  keep  the  contract  open   till   the   time 
arrives   for   its   performance,   the    agreement   remains 
subsisting  in  the  interval  for  the  benefit  and  at  the  risk 
of  both  parties  equally ;   and  if  the  in j  ured  party  wait 
to  sue  upon  the  breach  occasioned  by  the  ultimate  non- 
performance of  the  agreement,  he  must  perform  or  offer 
to   perform    all   stipulations   in    the    contract,  whereof 
performance   is   a  condition   precedent   to   the  other's 
liability  (?').      Besides  which,   if   he  keep  the  contract 
alive,  the  other  party  will  be  in  the  same  position  as  if 
he  had  never  renounced  performance,  and  may  avail 
himself   of   any  defence  to  an  action   for  the  breach 
occasioned    by   his   ultimate   non-performance   of    his 
contractual  obligations  in  the  same  manner  as  if  he  had 
all  along  been  ready  and  willing  to  perform  them  (k). 
Thus,  if  the  contract  were  to  be  performed  only  in  case 
of  the  fulfilment  of  some  condition,  so  that  it  might  be 
discharged   for   impossibility   of   performance  (/),   and 
after  a  renunciation,  not  chosen  to  be  accepted  as  a 
breach  of  contract,  but  before  the  time  for  carrying  out 
the  renouncing  party's  obligations,  the  conditions  were 
by  some  extraneous  cause  rendered  impossible  of  fulfil- 
ment, the  renouncing  party  would  be  excused,  equally 
with  the  other,  from  any  further  performance  of  the 
contract.     So  if    by  some  event  occurring  dm^ing  the 
same   interval    the    completion   of    the   contract   were 
rendered  illegal  (ui),  the    renouncing    party  would   be 
entitled  to  take  advantage  of  that  defence  {n) .     Renun- 
ciation of  performance  of  a  contract  miay  be  made  by 
words  or  conduct,  but  in  either  case  the  words  or  acts 
relied  on  must  amount  to  an  absolute  and  unqualified 

(70   Cort  V.  Ambcrrjate,  &;c.  Ry.  1  K.  B.  482,  490. 
Co.,  17  Q.  B.  127.  (/)  Above,  pp.  916  sq. 

(i)  Above,  p.  936.  (;»)  Above,  pp.  782,  783. 

(k)  Frost  V.  Eniqht,  L.  R.  7  Ex.  [it)  Avery  v.  Boivden,  5  E.  &  B. 

Ill,  112  ;  Michael  v.  Hart,  1902,  714. 
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repudiation  of  all  intention  to  complete  the  contract ; 
otherwise  there  is  no  such  renunciation  as  may  be 
treated  as  a  breach  (o).  And  if  a  party  renounce 
performance  of  some  particular  stipulation  only,  and 
not  of  his  whole  duty  under  the  contract,  that  does  not 
entitle  the  other  to  rescind  or  sue  upon  the  contract  as 
for  an  immediate  breach  thereof,  unless  the  particular 
stipulation  were  such  as  goes  to  the  root  of  the  whole 
consideration,  its  performance  being  a  condition  pre- 
cedent to  the  renouncing  party's  right  to  enforce  the 
agreement  {p).  If  one  party  elect  to  treat  the  other's 
renunciation  as  a  breach  of  contract,  he  cannot  after- 
wards recede  from  this  position  and  claim  to  treat  the 
contract  as  subsisting  {q).  And  if  he  definitely  claim 
to  treat  some  words  or  conduct,  which  he  wrongly 
supposes  to  be  a  renunciation,  as  a  breach  of  the  con- 
tract discharging  him  from  his  own  obligations  there- 
under, such  claim  amounts  to  a  renunciation  of  the 
contract  on  his  part,  and  may  be  so  treated  by  the 
other  party  (r) . 

Renunciation  These  doctrines  are  illustrated  on  a  sale  of  land, 
to  seuTand^*  where,  before  the  day  fixed  for  completion,  either  party 
expressly  refuses  to  perform  or  manifests  an  absolute 
and  unqualified  intention  of  not  performing  the  contract 
or  some  essential  part  thereof,  such  as  the  duty  to  prove 
title  (.s) ,  to  convey  or  pay  the  price,  or  where  the  vendor 
sells  and  conveys  the  land  to  a  stranger  to  the  contract  {f), 
or  lets  it  to  a  stranger  with  an  option  of  purchase  {u). 

Discharge  of        The  obligation  arising  from  breach  of  the  contract — 
the  obligation 

(o)  Avery  v.  Jioivdcn,  5  E.  &  B.  sup.  ;    Smith  v.   Butler,   1900,    1 

714;    Johmtone    v.    MlUinfi,    16  Q.  B.  694  ;  above,  pp.  745,  93S. 
Q.  B.  D.  460  ;  Curmcall\.  Ilenson,  (r)  Smith  v.  Butler,  ubi  sup. 

1900,  2  Ch.  298.  (.v)  ZIoi/d  v.  ColMt,  4  Bro.  C.  C. 

(;;)  Johnstone  v.  3IiUing,  Corn-  469,  4  Ves.  690,  n. 
wally.  Henson,  ubi  sup.  ;  above,  [t)  Above,  p.  496,  and  n.  (i). 

pp.  726,  936.  ('0  Cornivall  v.  Henson,  1900,  2 

{(j)  Johnstone    v.    Milling,    ubi  C'h.  298. 


OF  THE  DISCHARGE  OF  THE  COA'TliACT. 


941 


tliat  is,  tlie  liability  to  an  action  at  law  at  suit  of  the  ariHing  on 
injured  party  (x) — may  be  discharged  in  the  following  coutract. 
waj^s  : — First,  by  a  relciiso,  which,  if  gratuitous,  must  RoleasR  of 
be  made  by  deed(//).     Secondly,  by  accord  and  satis-  Son? 
faction,  which  is  the  injured  party's  acceptance  of  some-  Accord  ami 
thing  else  in  discharge  of  the  liability  {z).     This  may, 
in  general,  be  anything  in  the  way  of  valuable   con- 
sideration that  he  chooses  to  take  (a)  ;  for,  as  in  other 
cases,  the  law  leaves  the  parties  to  make  what  bargain 
they  please,  and  does  not  inquire  into  the  adequacy  of 
the  consideration  (/>).     But  if  the  right  of  action  to  be 
discharged  be  for  a  certain  sum  of  money  (that  is,  a 
debt),  and  not  for  unliquidated  damages  (c),  the  well- 
known  rule  applies  that  the  acceptance  of  a  smaller  sum 
of  muneij  than  that  due  is  not  satisfaction  of  the  whole 
amount  owing  (r^),  unless  there  be  some  consideration 
for  the  discharge  of  the  residue,  such  as  payment  at  an 
earlier  date  than  the  whole  sum  is  due  (f),  or  the  con- 
cuiTence    of     other    creditors    in    accepting    a     com- 
position (/).     According  to  the  general  rule,  however, 
the  acceptance  of  a  negotiable  security  (even  a  cheque) 
for  a  smaller  amount  may  be  a  sufficient  satisfaction  to 
extinguish  the  whole  debt,  the  creditor  having  chosen 
to  take  a  valuable  thing,  which  is  not  money,  instead  of 
payment  (f/).     Where  the  right  of   action   is  for  un- 

[x]  Above,  p.  935.  '-^30  ;  Fualces  v.  Beer,  9  Api^.  Cas. 

(ii)  Edwards  v.    Wallers,  1896,  605  ;     Underwood   v.    Undenvood, 

2  Ch.    157;    Wms.   Pers.  Prop.  1894,  P.  204. 
223    loth  ed.  (*)  Co.  Litt.  212b. 

(~)    Bac.     Abr.      Accord     and  (/)  Curey  v.  Barrett,  4  C.  P.  D, 

Satisfaction;     3    Black.    Comm.  379.  ,  ,,     „ 

15,  16,  306.  {ff)  Si^>-ee  v.    Tnpp,   15  M.  & 

(a)    Litt.    s.    344  ;    Co.    Litt.  W.  23 ;    Goddard  v.    O'Brien,    9 

212  b  ;  PinneVs  case,  5  Rep.  117.  Q.  B.  D.  37  ;  Bidder  v.  Bridges, 

(b^  Above,  p.  764  ;   Babibridge  37  Ch.  D.  406.     Here  it  may  be 

V.  Firm  stone,   8   A.    &   E.    743;  noted  that,  except  in  the  case  of 

Byles,  J.,    Wesilalce  v.  Adams,  5  an  account  current  of  debts  and 

C    B.'n.  S.  248,  265.  credits   or  by  the   effect  of   the 

ie)    Wilklnsonv.  Byers,  1  A.  &  bankruptcy  iiiles   as   to   mutual 

j;    ]^^06.  credits,  mutual  debts,  or  mutual 

'id)   Cumber  v.  Wane,  1  Strange,  dealings,  a  debt  is  not  discharged 

42(3-    Fitch    v.   Sutton,   5   East,  by  the  fact  that  the  creditor  owes 
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Award  on 
arbitration. 


Bankruptcy. 


liquidated  damages,  tlie  acceptance  of  any  certain  sum 
of  money  is  a  sufficient  satisfaction  (A).  Under  the 
present  law,  accord  and  satisfaction  may  in  all  cases  be 
well  made  without  deed,  even  where  the  right  of  action 
discharged  was  for  a  certain  sum  of  money  payable 
under  a  deed  (/).  Thirdly,  by  the  award  of  an  arbi- 
trator or  arbitrators,  to  whom  the  matter  in  dispute  has 
been  referred  for  determination  (k).  But  a  debt  cannot 
be  discharged  in  this  way,  rmless  it  were  referred  to 
arbitration,  together  with  some  other  matter  in  con- 
troversy and  of  an  uncertain  nature  (/).  Fourthly, 
under  the  bankruptcy  of  the  party  in  default,  by  his 


the  debtor  an  equal  sum,  not- 
Tvithstanding  that  this  may  be 
pleaded  as  a  set-off  in  an  action 
to  recover  the  debt ;  Wms.  Pers. 
Prop.  222,  223,  loth  ed.  ;  lie 
Hiram  Maxim  Lamp  Co.,  1903,  1 
Ch.  70  ;  Smith  v.  Bcttu,  1903,  2 
K.  B.  317;  Re  Leeds,  #c.  Co., 
1904,  2  Ch.  45. 

{h)  Blake's  case,  6  Rep.  43  b  ; 
Feytoe's  case,  9  Rep.  77  b,  79  b  ; 
Wilkinson  v.  Bijcrs,  1  A.  &  E. 
106. 

(j)  The  rule  of  common  law 
was  that  an  obligation  contracted 
by  deed  to  pay  a  certain  sum  of 


money  could  not  be  effectually 
discharged  without  deed  ;  but  in 
equity  such  an  obligation  might 
be  discharged  by  accord  and 
satisfaction  made  without  deed ; 
and  since  the  Jiidicature  Acts 
the  riile  of  equity  prevails  in  this 
respect  ;  Steeds  v.  Steeds,  22 
Q.  B.  D.  537  ;  above,  p.  910.  For 
the  old  law,  see  Nichols''  case,  5 
Rep.  43  ;  Blake's  case,  6  Rep. 
43  b  ;  Feytoe's  case,  9  Rep.  77, 
79  ;  Freston  v.  Christmas,  2  Wils. 
K.  B.  86 ;  Doctor  &  Student,  Dial. 
1,  c.  12  ;  Stat.  4  &  5  Anne,  c.  16, 
s.  12. 


{k)  Bac.  Abr.  Arbitrament  and  Award;  3  Black.  Comm.  16,  306; 
Chitty  on  Pleading,  i.  488,  iii.  105,  7th  ed.  Written  agreements  to 
submit  present  or  future  differences  to  arbitration  are  now  governed 
by  the  Arbitration  Act,  1889,  stat.  52  &  53  VMct.  c.  49.  Such  an 
agreement  is  therein  refei-red  to  as  a  submission  ;  sect.  27.  By  sect.  1, 
a  submission,  unless  a  contrary  intention  is  expressed  therein,  shall 
be  iiTevocable,  except  by  leave  of  the  Court  or  a  judge,  and  shall  have 
the  same  effect  in  all  respects  as  if  it  had  been  made  an  order  of 
Court.  By  sect.  4,  any  legal  proceedings  commenced  in  any  Court 
by  any  party  to  a  submission  may  be  stayed  at  the  instance  of  any 
other  party  to  the  submission  on  application  made  at  any  time  after 
appearance  and  before  delivering  any  pleadings  or  taking  any  other 
steps  in  the  proceedings,  provided  the  Court  or  a  judge  thereof  be 
satisfied  that  there  is  no  sufficient  reason  why  the  matter  should  not 
be  referred  in  accordance  with  the  submission,  and  that  the  applicant 
has  from  the  commencement  of  the  proceedings  been  ready  and 
willing  to  do  all  things  necessary  to  conduct  the  arbitration.  See 
Baker  v.  Yorkshire,  &;c.  Co.,  1892,  1  Q.  B.  144  ;  Kitts  v.  Moore,  1895, 
1  Q.  B.  253  ;  Ford's  Hotel  Co.  v.  Bartlett,  1896,  A.  C.  1  ;  Vaivdrey  v. 
Simpson,  1896,  1  Ch.  1G6  ;  Zalinoff  v.  Hammond,  1898,  2  Ch.  92  ; 
Richardson  v.  Le  Maitre,  1903,  2  Ch.  222. 

(?)  Rolle,  Abr.  264  ;  Bac.  Abr.  Arbitrament  and  Award  (A.). 
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obtaining  an  order  for  his  discharge  or  by  the  creditors' 
acceptance  and  the  approval  by  the  Court  of  a  com- 
position or  scheme  of  arrangement  (;;/).  And,  fifthly,  Judgment. 
by  the  injured  party  pursuing  the  right  of  action  to 
judgment,  after  which  the  original  obligation  is,  as  a 
rule,  merged  in  the  judgment  («),  and  the  plaintiff  is 
estopped  from  suing  again  upon  the  same  cause  of 
action  (o). 

The  right  of  action  upon  a  contract  may  also  be  Effect  of 
barred  hy  lapse  of  time  under  the  Statutes  of  Limita-  L^imitlTion 
tion  ;  but  this  does  not  altogether  extinguish  the  obli- 
gation ( p) .  For  example,  a  statute-barred  debt,  though 
it  cannot  be  pleaded  as  a  set-off  (q) ,  may  be  revived  by 
acknowledgment  (r),  may,  as  a  rule,  be  lawfully  paid 
by  an  executor  or  administrator  (.s),  or  may,  in  equity, 
be  required  to  be  brought  into  account  before  the  party 
liable  is  allowed  to  participate  in  any  fund  which  should 
have  been  increased  by  its  discharge  in  due  course  (/). 


{))i)  Above,  pp.  478,  921. 
{>/)  Expte.   Ftu-hiffs,   25  Ch.  D. 
338  ;   JFer/j  Frosstrv.  Evans,  1895, 

1  Q.  B.  i08  ;  lie  King  and Becslcy, 
ib.  189 ;  Economic,  <^c.  Socy.  v. 
Ushorne,  1902,  A.  C.  147  ;  and 
consider  Kendall  v.  Hamilton,  4 
App.  Cas.  504  ;  Taylor  v.  Holland, 
1902,  1  K.  B.  676,  681  ;  3Iord 
V.  Wcslmorhini,  1904.  A.  C.  11. 

(o)  Sladc's  case,  4  Rep.  92,  94b; 
Chatty  on  Pleading,  i.  488,  iii. 
107,  7th  ed.  A  judgment  by- 
consent  has  the  same  operation 
in  this  respect  as  any  other 
judgment  ;  Re  South  American, 
cjV.  Co.,  1895,  1  Ch.  37. 

[p)  (Jourtcnay  v.  Williams,  3 
Hare,  539,  oSl  sq.  ;  London  and 
Midland  Bank  v.  Mitchell,  1899, 

2  Ch.  161,  168  ;  Re  Lloyd,  1903, 
1  Ch.  385,  401. 

{q)  Remington  v.  Stevens,  2 
Strange,  1271  ;  stat.  9  Geo.  IV. 
c.  14,  s.  4  ;  Walker  v.  Clements, 
15  Q.  B.  1046  ;  Dingle  v.  Coppen, 
1899,  1  Ch.  720  ;  Smith  v.  Betty, 


1903,  2  K.  B.  317. 

(r)  Bac.  Abr.  Limitation  of 
Actions  (E.  8) ;  Morqan  v.  Row- 
lands, L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  493  ;  Chase- 
more  V.  Turner,  L.  R.  10  Q.  B. 
500  ;  Green  v.  Humphreys,  23 
Ch.  D.  207.  Any  such  acknow- 
ledgment unless  made  by  way  of 
payment  of  some  principal  or 
interest  due  on  a  debt,  must  be 
in  writing  signed  by  the  party 
chai-geable  therewith  or  his  agent; 
stats.  9  Geo.  IV.  c.  14,  s.  1  ;  19 
&  20  Vict.  c.  97,  s.  13;  Wms. 
Pers.  Prop.  161,  166,  529,  530, 
loth  ed. 

(.s)  See  Wms.  Pers.  Prop.  531, 
15th  ed. ;  Re  Wenham,  1892,  3  Ch. 
59  ;  Midgley  v.  Midyley,  1893,  3 
Ch.  282. 

[t)  Courtenay  v.  Williams,  3 
Hai-e,  539,  551  sq.  ;  Re  CordwcWs 
Estate,  L.  R.  20  Eq.  644  ;  Re 
Akerman,  1891,  3  Ch.  212;  Re 
Goy  S;  Co.,  Ld.,  1900,  2  Oh.  149, 
153,  154  ;  Re  Wheeler,  1904,  2 
Ch.  66,  71. 
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Also,  if  two  persons  be  mutually  indebted,  having  cross 
claims  against  eaeli  other,  some  of  which  could  be  met 
by  the  plea  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  and  they 
come  to  an  agreement  as  to  the  sum  due  from  one  of 
them  upon  a  balance  of  account,  that  agreement  is 
equivalent  to  actual  payment  of  the  debts,  which  it 
purports  to  extinguish  ;  it  is  valid  as  having  been 
for  a  new  and  valuable  consideration,  and  cannot  be 
impeached  on  the  ground  that  some  of  the  items 
allowed  in  account  were  statute  barred  (?0-  A  right 
of  action  arising  from  breach  of  a  contract  to  sell  land 
is  barred,  as  a  rule,  in  six  years  after  the  breach,  if  the 
contract  were  not  made  by  deed  (*■)  ;  but  if  the  contract 
were  under  seal,  then  in  twenty  years  (?/).  If,  how- 
ever, any  acknowledgment  of  liability  should  have  been 
made  in  signed  writing  or  by  payment  (z),  the  time 
runs  from  the  giving  of  the  acknowledgment  or  the 
last  acknowledgment.  And  if  tlie  party  entitled  to 
sue  were  imder  the  disability  of  infancy,  lunacy  or 
coverture  when  the  cause  of  action  accrued,  the  time 
runs  from  the  date  of  removal  of  the  disability  {a).  If 
the  party  liable  were  beyond  seas  at  the  time  when  the 
right  of  action  accrued,  the  period  of  limitation  does 
Vendor's  lien,  not  begin  to  run  till  his  retiu-n  (/5*).  The  time  for 
enforcing  the  vendor's  lien  on  the  land  sold  (c)  is  now 
limited  to  twelve  years  from  the  date  when  a  present 
right  to  receive  the  money  secured  by  the  lien  accrued 
to  some  person  capable  of  giving  a  discharge  for  the 

{?/)  Ashbyy.  Janus,  MM.  &W.  3    &   4   WiU.    IV.    c.    42,  s.   4; 

542;    Turner  v.    JJ^illis,    1905,   1  Musuna   Bey  v.   Gadban,  1894,2 

K.  B.  468.  Q-   B-  352.      But   where  one  of 

'(x)"  Stat.  21  Jac.  I.  c.  16,  s.  3.  f  ^eral  persons  jointly  liable  was 

^  '  „  (,    ,  -nT-n   T\T         (o  bovond  seas,  his  absence  does  not 

[y)  Stat.  3  &  4  Will.  iV.  c.  42,  p^m.^nt   the   time   of    limitation 

s- 3.  fi-om    running-    as     against    the 

(z)  Above,  p.  913    and  n.  [r)  ,  ^^^^^^   ^^^^  ^^  ^^^^^^  .    ^^^   ^^^ 

Stat.  3  &  4  WiU.  IV.  c.  42,  s.  5.  recovery    of    judgment    against 

(a)  Stats.  21  Jac.  I.  c.  16,  s.  3;  them    will    not    bar    an    action 

3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42,  s.  4  ;   19  &  against  him  on  his  return  ;  stat. 

20  Vict.  0.  97,  s.  10.  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  97,  s.  11. 

(i)  Stats.  4  Anne,  c.  16,  s.  19 ;  (c)  Above,  pp.  924,  931. 
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same,  or  from  the  date  of  the  last  ncknowledgmeut  hy 
payment  or  in  signed  writing  {(/).  The  time  when  the 
purchase  money  accrues  due  for  the  purposes  of  this 
enactment  is  the  date  of  actual  completion,  if  a  con- 
veyance to  the  purchaser  has  been  executed ;  but  if  the 
purchaser  has  been  let  into  possession  without  con- 
veyance, then  the  time  when  completion  ought  to  have 
taken  place ;  that  is,  when  the  vendor  showed  such  a 
title  as  the  purchaser  was  bound  to  accept  (e).  And 
interest  on  the  purchase  money  does  not  become  due 
and  payable  until  the  principal  has  become  payable; 
though  it  may  have  to  be  computed  from  the  day  fixed 
for  completion  (/").  It  appears  that,  where  the  con- 
tract of  sale  was  made  by  deed,  the  right  to  sue  the 
purchaser  personally  for  the  amount  due  on  the  vendor's 
lien  is  barred  within  the  same  time  as  the  lien  itself  {(/)  : 
though,  if  the  vendor  had  waived  his  lien,  it  appears 
that  the  time  of  limitation  would  be  twenty  years  {h). 
Where  the  agreement  for  sale  was  a  simple  contract, 
the  right  to  sue  the  purchaser  personally  for  the  price 
is  barred  at  the  end  of  six  years  (/),  though  the  vendor's 
lien  would  not  be  barred  until  twelve  years  had  elapsed. 
It  appears  that  a  vendor  suing  to  enforce  his  lien  can 
only  so  recover  six  years'  arrears  of  interest  due  there- 
on (/i-)  ;  but  that,  where  the  payment  of  the  interest  is 
secured  by  bond  or  other  specialty,  he  can  recover 
twelve  years'  arrears  by  suing  the  purchaser  per- 
sonally (/). 


(d)  Stat.  37   &  38  Vict.  c.  57,  Ch.  D.  106 ;  Se  England,  1895,  2 

s.  8,  replacing  3  &  4   Will.  IV.  Ch.  820. 

c.  27,  s.  40.  (//)  Above,  pp.  925  sq.,  944. 

{e)   Tvft  V.  Stephenson,  7  Hare,  (i)  Barnes  v.   Glenton,    1899,    1 

1,   1   De  G.  M.   &   G.   28,  5  ib.  Q.  B.  885. 

735  ;  above,  pp.  506,  509,  510.  (A)  Stat.  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  27, 

(/)   S.  C,  5   De  G.  M.   &  G.  s.42;  Hanterv.  KockoMs,  1  Mac. 

735;    above,    pp.    49,    449,    626,  &G.  640;   Dint/IcY.  Coppen,  \%m, 

630.  1   Ch.  726,   729,   748  ;    Rr  Lloyd, 

{ff)  Consider  Sutton   v.   Sutton,  1903,  1  Ch.  385,  39S— 401. 

22    Ch.    D.     511;     Fearnsidc    v.  (0  Stat.  3&4  Will.  IV.c.42,s.  3, 

Flint,   ib.    579;     Jie    Frisbi/,    43  as  modified  by  37  «&  38  Vict.  c.  57, 
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The  equitable 
right  to 
specific  per- 
fonnauce  of 
the  contract. 


It  has  been  mentioned  tliat,  as  a  rule,  eitlior  party  to 
a  contract  to  sell  land  is  entitled  to  sue  in  equity  for 
specific  performance  of  the  agreement  {m).     This  right 
is,  in  general,  founded  on  a  breach  of  the  contract,  but 
not  in  the  same  manner  as  the  right  to  sue  at  law.     The 
Com-t  has  no  jurisdiction  to  award  damages   at  law 
except  in  case  of  a  breach  of  the  contract  {»)  ;  while  the 
equitable  jmisdiction  to  order  an  agreement  to  be  speci- 
fically performed  is  not  limited  to  the  cases  in  which  at 
law  damages  would  be  recoverable  (o).     At  the  same 
time  the  Court,  in  exercising  its  discretion  {p)  to  grant 
this  equitable  relief,  will  hardly  interfere  to  coerce  a 
party  who  is  of  his  own  accord  duly  carrying  out  the 
contract  {q)  ;  so  that  the  right  to  pursue  this  remedy 
must  in  general  depend  on  the  defendant's  failure  or 
refusal  to  perform  the  agreement  (r).     This  right  is, 
however,   entirely   distinct  from   the   right   of    action 
arising  on  breach  of  the  contract  at  law  (s).     Thus,  the 
equitable  right  to  enforce  the  contract  specifically  may 
be  barred  by  the  laches  of  the  person  entitled  (f),  while 
his  right  to  sue  for  damages  is  unimpaired  (»)•     And 
we  have  seen  that  the  vendor's  liability  to  be  sued  for 
specific  performance  of  the  agreement  is  not  destroyed 
by    the    vendor's    bankruptcy,    or    any    proceedings 
therein  (.r) . 


p.  8;  Sims  v.  Thomas,  12  A.  &  E. 
536  ;  and  cases  cited  in  note  {g), 
above. 

{m)  Above,  p.  31. 
(w)  See  above,  p.  933,  n.  [c). ^ 
(o)  Btttcsu-orth  V.  St.  PauVs, 
S.'.ect  Cases  t.  King,  CG,  1  Bro. 
1'.  C.  240;  Camicl  v.  Bwlde,  2 
j'  W.  243,  244  ;  Lenmn  v. 
Kappcr,  2  Sch.  &  Lef.  C82,  684  ; 
BanH  V.  Cnvlcij,  Taml.  80,  where 
a  decree  for  specific  performance 
was  made  against  a  defendant 
who  had  committed  no  breach  of 
contract,  but  the  plaintiff  was 
ordered  to  pay  the  costs  ;  Fry, 
Sp.  Perf.  \  60,  p.  26,  3rd  ed.  ; 
above,  pp.  11,  36,  634,  635. 


{p)  Above,  p.  31. 

\q)  Whit)ncl\.Faryel,  1  Yes. sen. 
2-56,  258  ;  Milnes  v.  Gery,  14  Ves. 
400,  409  ;  Price  v.  Penzance  Corp., 
4  Hare,  506. 

(/■)  See  Van  Hey  thuy  sen's 
Equity  Draftsman,  i.  9  sq.,  2nd 
ed.  ;  Fry,  Sp.  Perf.  §§  3,  4,  47, 
pp.  3,  20,  3rd  ed. 

(,s)  Above,  p.  935. 

[t]  Eads  V.  WiUiams,  4  De  G. 
M.  &  G.  674,  691  ;  Levy  v. 
Stogdou,  1898,  1  Ch.  478,  484, 
affirmed,  1899,  1  Ch.  5. 

(«)  Cornwall  v.  Hvnson,  1900,  2 
Ch.  298. 

{x)  Above,  pp.  478,  479,  483, 
922. 
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CHAPTEE  XIX. 

OF  THE  KEMEDIES  FOR  BREACH  OF  THE  CONTRACT. 

§  1.  Of  Rescission  and  Resale. 
§  2.  Of  claiming  Damages  under  the  Contract. 
§  3.  Of  Specific  Performance. 
§  4.  Of  a  Vendor  and  Purchaser  Summons. 
§  5.  Of  the  Purchaser's  Remedies  for  Disturbance 
after  Completion. 


We  will  now  consider  the  remedies  for  breach  of  a  Remedies  for 
contract  to  sell  land.  Where  the  stipulation  broken  contracUo 
goes  to  the  whole  root  of  the  consideration  (a) — as  on  sell  land. 
breach  of  one  of  the  main  duties  of  the  contract  {b)  — 
the  injured  party's  remedies  are  either  to  rescind  the 
contract  and  sue  for  restitution  to  his  former  position, 
or  to  affirm  the  contract  and  sue  either  for  damages  for 
the  breach  or  for  the  specific  performance  of  the  agree- 
ment. Besides  these  remedies  by  action,  it  is  open  to 
him  to  adopt  the  special  mode  of  procedure  by  vendor 
and  purchaser  summons  (c).  Where  a  breach  has  been 
committed  of  a  stipulation  which  is  not  essential, 
the  appropriate  remedy  is  usually  an  action  for  damages 
for  the  particular  breach,  but  that  will  not  preclude  any 
further  proceedings  which  may  be  necessary  to  enforce 
the  main  duty  of  the  contract  either  at  law  or  in 
equity  {</).  In  connection  with  the  remedies  for  breach 
of  the  contract,  it  will  be  convenient  also  to  consider 
the  pm'chaser's  remedies  in  case  of  his  ejectment  or  dis- 

(a)  Above,  p.  726.  (c)  Above,  pp.  30—32. 

[b]  Above,  p.  937.  {d)  Above,  pp.  935,  910. 
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turbance  after  completion.  Apart  from  fraud  and 
common  mistake  (,/),  and  except  where  the  contract 
contained  an  express  agreement  for  compensation  so 
worded  as  to  he  applicable  to  the  case  (,17),  or  where  the 
vendor  gave  an  express  warranty  of  his  ownership  or 
right  to  sell  the  land  (/i),  these  are  to  sue  upon  the 
vendor's  covenants  for  title,  if  any  (/),  or  to  sue  upon 
any  other  covenants  for  title  of  which  the  benefit  runs 
with  the  land  sold  {k). 


Rights  of  a 
party  rescind- 
ing the  con- 
tract on  the 
other's 
breach. 


§  1. — Of  Hcscission  and  Eesale. 

It  has  been  pointed  out(/)  that,  where  either  party 
to  the  contract  commits  such  a  breach  of  it  as  dis- 
charges the  other  from  his  obligation  under  the  agree- 
ment, the  other  is  entitled,  at  his  election,  either  to 
rescind  the  contract  or  to  affirm  it  and  sue  upon  it  for 
damages  for  the  breach.  If  he  elect  to  rescind,  he  is 
entitled  to  take  active  proceedings  i)i  equity  to  assert  his 
right  and  to  secure  entire  restitution  {m)  ;  and  he  is 


(/)  Above,  pp.  5-iO,  577,  578, 
695,  722  sq. 

(ff)  Above,  pp.  55,  540,  642 — 
644. 

(A)  Above,  pp.  540,  576—578, 
728,  732,  736. 

(i)  Above,  pp.  575  sq. 

{k)  Above,  pp.  582—584  ; 
Sug.  V.  &P.  551. 

(/)  Above,  p.  936. 

(m)  Mackreth  v.  Marlar,  1  Cox, 
259 ;  Kutg  v.  Kmg,  1  My.  &  K. 
442.  It  is  submitted  that  the 
former  of  these  cases  establishes 
that  one  entitled  to  rescind  a  con- 
tract for  the  other  party's  breach 
of  it  may  sue  as  plaintitt  in  equity 
to  enforce  this  right,  as  in  case  of 
rescission  for  a  misrepresentation 
(above,  pp.  728,  730),  but  must, 
as  a  rule,  make  entire  restitution. 
The  question,  not  contested  in 
that  case,  of  an  exception  occurr- 
ing in  the  case  of  a  deposit,  is 
discussed  below,  pp.  951 — 953, 
and  n.  (/).  In  the  latter  case 
(approved  in   Hope  v.  Hope,    22 


Beav.  351,  365)  a  purchaser  let 
into  possession  before  completion 
received  notice  that  it  was  imjjos- 
sible  for  the  vendor  to  make  a 
good  title,  but  he  declined  either 
to  quit  possession  or  to  accept 
such  title  as  the  vendor  could 
give  and  pay  the  purchase 
money ;  and  it  was  held,  as  he 
would  not  accept  the  latter  alter- 
native, that  he  must  give  up 
possession  and  accoimt  for  all 
rents  and  profits  received  by  him. 
A  fortiori,  it  is  thought,  a  vendor 
rescinding  for  the  purchaser'' s 
breach  of  contract  and  not  being 
himself  in  default  must  be  en- 
titled in  equity  to  exact  the  like 
restitution  as  he  is  bound  to 
make.  The  ecjuitable  right  to 
take  active  proceedings  to  rescind 
a  contract  of  sale  for  the  other 
party's  default  is  also  illustrated 
where  the  defendant  to  an  action 
for  specific  performance  fails  to 
comply  with  a  judgment  against 
him.     In  this  case  the  plaintiff 
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entitled  to  sue  at  law,  independently  of  the  contract,  to 
recover  any  money  paid  or  property  transferred  by  liini 
thereunder  (n),  and  also,  it  seems,  to  recover  any  money 
necessarily  expended  by  him  in  discharging  any 
obligation  imposed  on  him  by  the  agreement  (o).  Thus 
a  purchaser  rescinding  the  contract  for  the  vendor's 
failure  to  show  a  good  title  may  recover  his  deposit,  if 
any,  or  any  other  sum  paid  on  account  of  the  purchase 
money,  together  with  interest  thereon  at  four  per  cent, 
per  annum  {]))  ;  and  a  vendor  who  has  delivered  over 
possession  before  com^^letion  and  rescinds  for  the  pur- 
chaser's failure  to  pay  the  price,  may  recover  possession 
of  the  land  sold.  And  it  appears  that  either  party  law- 
fully rescinding  the  contract  for  the  other's  breach  is 
entitled  to  recover  his  expenses  incurred  in  discharge  of 
any  obligation  imposed  on  him  by  the  contract,  as  of 
the  investigation  of  title  {q),  though  it  is  questionable 


may,  at  his  election,  move  in  the 
action  to  have  the  contract  res- 
cinded and  to  obtain  restitutio 
in  integrum  ;  FoJir/tio  v.  Martin, 
16  Beav.  586;  Clark  v.  Wallis, 
35  Beav.  460  ;  Hentij  v.  Schroder, 
12  Ch.  D.  666  ;  Hutuhiufjs  v. 
Jlumphrciis,  5i  L.  J.  Ch.  650, 
C52;  Ohlc  V.  Olde,  1904,  1  Ch. 
35;  Fry,  Sp.  Perf .  \\  1171—1173, 
pp.  530  —  532,  3rd  ed. 

(«)  Above,  p.  936. 

(o)  Do  Bernard])  v.  Eardiiuj,  8 
Ex.  822,  824. 

(^)  At  law,  the  deposit  or  any 
other  sum  of  money  paid  on  ac- 
count of  the  purchase  money 
could  only  be  recovered  -without 
interest  by  a  purchaser  rescinding 
the  contract  in  an  action  for 
money  had  and  received,  unless 
a  written  demand  claiming  pay- 
ment of  interest  had  been  made 
under  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  42, 
8.  28  ;  Walker  v.  Constable,  1  Bos. 
&  Pul.  306;  Flight  v.  Booth,  1 
Bing.  N.  C.  370  ;  Frilhling  v. 
Schrocder,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  77,  80; 
2  Dart,  V.  &  P.  949,  5th  ed.  But 
in  equity  the  purchaser  rescinding 


the  contract  was  entitled  to  have 
his  deposit  or  any  other  sum  paid 
on  account  of  the  purchase  money 
returned  to  him  with  interest  at 
four  i^er  cent.  ;    see    cases   cited 
above,  note  (in).     And  under  the 
present    practice    the    purchaser 
rescinding  the  contract  may  re- 
cover interest   according    to    the 
rule   of    equity    without    having 
made  any  demand  or  claim  under 
the  above-mentioned  statute  ;  see 
cases  cited  above,  p.  937,  n.  {>/). 
{(])  Kitton  V.  Ileu-ett,  1904,  W. 
N.  21 ;  2  Dart,  V.  &  P.  945,  n.  {b), 
957,  n.  («),  5th  ed.;  and  consider 
CamJieUl  v.    Gilbert,  4   Esp.   221, 
223  ;    De  Bcrnardy  v.  Harding,  8 
Ex.  822,  824  ;  and  the  facts  that 
such  expenses  may  be  recovered 
by  a  party  rescinding   the  con- 
tract for  innocent  misrepresenta- 
tion  and    that    at   common   law 
rescission  for  an  innocent  misre- 
presentation could  only  take  place 
by  way  of  rescission  for  breach  of 
an  essential   stipulation  forming 
part    of    the    contract  ;     above, 
pp.    724—728,    731,     750,     751. 
And  in  several  cases  where,  on  a 
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Purchaser's 
lien  for  the 
deposit,  &c. 


whetlier  he  is  entitled  to  be  recouped  his  expenses  of 
entering  into  the  agreement  (r).  The  purchaser  so 
rescinding  the  contract  has  an  equitable  lien  on  the  land 
sold  for  any  money  paid  to  the  vendor  by  way  of 
deposit  or  otherwise  on  account  of  the  purchase  money, 
and  interest  thereon  (.s),  and  also,  it  seems,  for  his 
expenses  inem-red  in  pui'suance  of  the  contract  {t) .  And 
this  lien  arises  in  every  case  of  lawful  rescission  by  the 
purchaser  {u),  including  rescission  under  a  power  in  that 
behalf  expressly  reserved  to  him  by  the  contract  (r). 
The  purchaser's  lien  in  these  respects  is  a  right  exactly 
similar  to  and  enforceable  in  the  same  manner  as  the 
vendor's  lien  for  unpaid  purchase  money  {x). 


Party  rescind- 
ing a  part- 
performed 
contract  liable 
to  restore  any- 
thing received 
thereunder. 

Rescission 
mtmt,  as  a 


As  any  party  rescinding  the  contract  for  the  other's 
breach  is  entitled  to  be  restored  to  his  former  position, 
so,  it  is  conceived,  he  is  in  general  bound  to  retm-n  to 
the  other  any  property  or  profit  which  he  has  himself 
received  under  the  partial  execution  of  the  agreement. 
It  is  thought  that  in  every  case  in  which  a  party  to  a 


vendor  and  purchaser  summons 
the  contract  has  been  rescinded  at 
the  purchaser's  instance  for  the 
vendor's  failure  to  show  a  good 
title,  the  vendor  has  been  ordered 
to  pay  the  purchaser's  costs  of 
investigating  the  title ;  Re  Hlqgins 
and Hitclunan'' s  Contract,  21  Ch.  D. 
95  ;  Re  Yeilding  and  WestbrooJc, 
31  Ch.  D.  344  ;  'Re  Ilargrcavcs  and 
Thompwn'' s  Contract,  32  Ch.  D. 
454  ;  R.e  Higr/ins  and  Percivnl,  59 
L.T.21S;  Re  Ebsworth  and  Tidifs 
Contract,  42  Ch.  D.  23,  53;  Re 
Bryant  andRarningham's  Contract, 
44  Ch.  D.  218,  222  ;  Re  Hare  and 
OWore's  Contract,  1901,  1  Ch.  93; 
Re  Walker  and  Oalshoti's  Contract, 
1901,  2  Ch.  383,  387. 

(r)  See  above,  p.  751,  andn.  {m). 
It  may  be  suggested,  however, 
that  the  expenses  of  preparing, 
stamping  and  executing  a  memo- 
randum  of    the  contract,  being 


those  of  putting  the  agreement 
into  the  form  required  by  law  to 
make  it  enforceable,  are  expenses 
properly  incurred  tinder  the  con- 
tract, which  is  not  void  when 
concluded  by  word  of  mouth 
only  ;  see  above,  pp.  9,  781  ; 
below,  p.  965.  Of  course  the 
expenses  of  any  negotiation  pre- 
liminary to  the  conclusion  of  the 
contract  could  not  be  recoverable ; 
below,  p.  965. 

(s)  JFyt/tes  V.  Zee,  3  Drew. 
396  ;  Ro.oe  v.  Watson,  10  H.  L.  C. 
671;  Whitbread  ^-  Co.  v.  Watt, 
1902,  1  Ch.  835. 

(t)  Kitton  V.  Heicctt,  1904, 
W.  N.  21  ;  and  cases  decided  on 
vendor  and  purchaser  summons 
and  cited  above,  n.  {q). 

{»)  Above,  p.  750. 

(r)  Whitbread  ^-  Co.  v.  Watt, 
1902,  1  Ch.  835. 

(.r)  Above,  pp.  924,  930. 
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contract  lawfully  rescinds  it,  whether  for  the  other  rulo,  be 
party's  breach  of  some  stipulation,  which  goes  to  the  \^^  restitutio 
root  of  the  whole  consideration  (s),  for  the  other's  '« '"^^y"'"- 
renunciation  of  the  contract  (a),  for  non-fulfilment  of 
some  condition  subsequent,  under  an  express  power 
to  rescind  (/*),  or  for  misrepresentation,  dm-ess,  or  undue 
influence  (r) ,  the  rule  is  that  he  shall  not  enjoy  the 
advantage  of  rescission  without  yielding  up  every 
benefit  he  has  taken  by  the  previous  part-performance 
of  the  contract  (r/).  But  an  exception  to  this  rule  Exception  in 
occurs,  with  regard  to  a  deposit  paid  on  a  sale  of  land  fl^^^^^^  "^  * 
to  the  vendor,  or  his  agent,  where  the  vendor  lawfully 
rescinds  the  contract  for  the  purchaser's  breach  or 
renunciation  of  it.  In  this  case  the  vendor  is  generally 
entitled  to  retain  the  deposit,  wdiich  was  paid  to  him 
partly  as  a  guarantee  for  the  purchaser's  due  perform- 
ance of  the  agreement,  and  w' as  intended  to  be  forfeited 
if  the  purchaser  should  break  the  contract ;  and  the 
purchaser  cannot  recover  it  back  from  him  (c) .  And  it 
is  submitted  that  the  vendor  is  equally  entitled  to  the 
deposit,  on  rescinding  the  contract  for  the  purchaser's 
breach  or  renunciation  of  it,  where  the  deposit  has  been 
paid  to  a  stakeholder  without  special  provision  for  its 
application.  In  this  case  also  the  parties'  intention 
appears  to  be  that  the  sum  deposited  shall  be  held  by 
the  stakeholder,  not  only  to  abide  the  event  of  com- 
pletion of  the  contract,  but  also  as  a  guarantee  for  the 
purchaser's  due  performance  of  the  agreement,  and  to 
be  forfeited  to  the  vendor  if  the  purchaser  make 
default  (./').     But  it  appears  that  this  exception  applies 

(z)  Above,  pp.  726,  936.  W  Above,  pp.   915,   916,  and 

;    .,  ^^Q„«  n.  {(/),  p.  948,  andn.  (m). 

(a)  Above,  p.  938.  (e)  Dunn   v.    Vere,   19  W.    R. 

{b)  Above,  pp.  914,  915.  151  ;  :^owe  v.  Smith,  27  Ch.  D. 

(c)  Above,  pp.  722  sq.  89  ;  above,  p.  22. 

(/)  It  is  thought  that  this  conclusion  follows  from  the  decision  and 
judgments  given  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  ITowi'  v.  Smith,  27  Ch.  D. 
89,  in  which  case,  it  is  important  to  note,  the  Coiu-t  considered  that 
the  purchaser  had  committed  such  a  breach  or  made  such  a  re- 
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only  to  money  paid  as  a  deposit,  that  is,  in  earnest  or 
as  a  guarantee  for  the  payer's  due  performance  of  the 
contract,  and  does  not  extend  to  other  sums  of  money 
paid  on  account  of  the  purchase  money  (g).  And  the 
question,  whether  the  deposit  is  to  be  forfeited  on  the 
purchaser's  default,  is  one  of  the  parties'  intention  to 

nunciatioii  of  the. contract  as  entitled  the  vendor  to  rescind,  that  the 
vendor  Iiad  elected  to  rcffchid,  and  that  he  had  resold,  fiot  under  the 
power  of  resale  in  the  contract,  but  as  owner.  In  Jackson  v.  De  Kadich, 
1904,  W.  N.  168,  however,  Farwell,  J.,  declined,  on  an  application 
made  ex  parte  by  a  vendor  lawfully  rescinrliug  the  contract  for  the 
pur(;haser's  default,  to  make  a  declaration  that  he  was  entitled  to  a 
deposit  placed  as  such,  but  without  provision  for  its  application,  in  a 
stakeholder's  hands.  He  remarked  that  the  vendor  cannot  have 
rescission,  and,  at  the  same  time,  damages  for  the  breach  of  the 
contract ;  and  that  in  Howe  v.  Smith  there  was  no  rescission.  On  the 
latter  point,  however,  he  was  mistaken,  as  we  have  seen.  As  to  his 
other  reason,  no  doubt  the  rule  is  that  a  vendor  cannot  at  once  have 
rescission  and  damages  for  breach  :  but  Dunn  v.  Vere  and  Hoice  v. 
Smith,  ubi  sup.,  established  that  an  exception  may  arise  with  regard 
to  a  depo.sit  paid  on  a  sale,  and  that,  in  the  absence  of  stipulation  to 
the  contrary,  the  intention  will  be  implied,  from  the  very  nature  of  a 
deposit,  that  it  t-hall  be  a  guarantee  for  the  purchaser's  due  perform- 
ance of  the  contract,  and  shall  be  forfeited  on  his  default  to  the 
vendor.  Can  it  reasonably  be  supposed  that  the  parties  intended  the 
deposit  to  be  returned  to  the  purchaser  in  the  event  of  the  vendor 
electing  to  rescind  the  contract,  when  entitled  to  do  so  by  reason  of 
the  purchaser's  breach  or  renunciation  of  the  contract  ?  In  Howe  v. 
Smith  the  Court  of  Appeal  thought  not,  where  the  deposit  is  paid  to 
the  vendor.  It  is  thought  that  a  deposit  is  placed  in  a  stakeholder's 
hands  for  safe  custody  only  pending  the  happening  of  some  event,  in 
which  it  is  to  be  paid  over  to  one  of  the  parties  ;  and  that,  otherwise, 
a  deposit  is  paid  to  a  stakeholder  on  the  same  conditions  exactly  as  it 
is  paid  to  the  vendor  himself;  Collins  v.  Stimson,  11  Q.  B.  D.  142, 
143  ;  see  also  Expte.  Barrell,  L.  R.  10  Ch.  514  ;  Farwell,  J.,  Hart  v. 
Torthgain  Harbour  Co.,  Ld.,  1903,  1  Ch.  690,  696.  It  is  true  that  in 
the  case  of  Mackrcth  v.  Marlar,  1  Cox,  259  (above,  p.  948,  n.  {m) ),  a 
vendor  suing  in  equity  for  the  rescission  of  the  contract  on  account  of 
the  purchaser's  default  was  decreed  to  return  the  deposit,  notwith- 
standing that  the  contract  contained  an  express  provision  for  its 
forfeiture  ;  but  it  does  not  appear  that  this  point  was  argued  or 
contested,  and  it  is  submitted  that  in  this  respect  the  decision  must 
now  be  taken  to  have  been  overruled  by  Howe  v.  Smith,  ubi  sup. 
And  in  Dintn  v.  Vcrc,  19  W.  R.  151,  and  Okie  v.  Olde,  1904,  1  Ch.  35 
(Farwell,  J.),  a  vendor,  actively  asserting  his  right  to  rescind  the 
contract  for  the  purchaser's  default,  was  allowed  to  retain  a  deposit 
paid  to  him.  Besides  this,  it  is  held  at  law  that,  although  a 
contract  of  sale  be  rescinded  by  the  exercise  of  an  express  power  of 
resale  contained  therein,  any  deficiency  in  price  on  the  resale  may 
nevertheless  be  recovered  from  the  purchaser  under  a  special 
stipulation  to  that  effect  to  be  implied  in  the  agreement ;  Lamond  v. 
Jjavall,  9  Q.  B.  1030,  1032  ;  below,  p.  966. 

{g)  rainier  v.  Temple,  9  A.  &  E.  508,  520,  521  ;   Cornwall  v.  Hcnson, 
1900,  2  Ch.  298,  302,  305  ;  above,  p.  916,  n.  {d). 
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be  gathered  from  the  whole  agreement ;  so  if  the  con- 
tract contain  any  clause  inconsistent  with  such  an 
intention,  it  will  be  excluded  {/i).  The  principle  govern- 
ing the  case  of  the  forfeiture  on  the  purchaser's  default 
of  a  deposit  paid  by  him  on  signing  a  contract  for  the 
sale  of  land  has  been  applied  where  other  property  is 
transferred  by  a  party  to  a  contract  as  a  guarantee  for 
his  due  performance  of  his  agreement.  Thus  where  a 
builder  had  made  default  in  performing  a  building- 
agreement,  containing  a  stipulation  that  all  plant  and 
materials  brought  by  him  on  to  the  land  to  be  built  on 
should  be  considered  the  property  of  the  landowner 
until  completion  of  the  contract,  it  was  held  that  he 
had  no  right  to  recover  the  property  from  the  land- 
owner (/). 

Where  the  pm'chaser  has  been  let  into  possession  or  Rescission 
receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  pending  completion  on  r^^p^^haser  has 
the  terms  that  he  shall  pay  interest  on  the  purchase  been  in 
money  as  from  the  date  of  his  entry  (A),  or  shall  pay  ^    "^^ 
the  purchase  money  by  instalments,  and  he  afterwards 
commits  a  breach  of  contract  giving  rise  to  the  right  to 
rescind,  the  vendor  electing  to  rescind  the  contract  is 
entitled  in  equity  to  recover  any  rents  or  profits  received 
by  the  purchaser  (/),  but  not,  it  has  been  held(^;0,  to 
charge  him  with  an  occupation  rent  for  any  part  of  the 
premises  which  he  occupied  himself.     And  it  is  thought 
that  the  vendor  would   be  correspondingly  bound  to 
return  any  money  actually  paid  to  him  under  the  agree- 
ment  either   for   interest   or  principal  (y;).     It  is  also 

(Ji)  Pnlmer  v.  Temple,  9  A.  &  E.        Keen,  ]  902,  1  K.  B.  555. 
508,    520,    where    a   stipulation,  (/)  Above,  pp.  457 — 459. 

that  either  party  makino:  default  ,,,    --„     ,  ^^  ,,.      „'   ■n^„„ 

should  pay  1,000/.  as  liquidated  ,„,, '      ,  n-o        j        /    \ 

J  ^  "^  1    ij    i.  1    J  460;  above,  p.  948,  and  n.  [m], 

damages,    was   held   to    exclude  '  ^  ^    ' 

any   intention   that    the    deposit  ('")  Hutchings    v.    Humphreys, 

should    be    forfeited  ;    Howe    v.  54  L.  J.  Ch.  650,  6a2  ;  of.  above, 

Smith,  27  Ch.  D.  89,  93,  97.  PP-  750,  7ol,  and  n.  [e). 

(i)  Hart  v.  Porthgain  Harbour  («)  Above,  pp.  948,  and  n.  {in), 

Co.,  Ld.,  1903,  1  Ch.  690.    Cf.  Re  950,  951. 

W.— IT.  19 


9-34 


OV  THE  in:MKDIES  FOR  BREACH  OF  THE  CONTRACT. 


conceived  that  a  purcliaser,  who  had  been  so  lot  into 
possession  and  elected  to  rescind  for  the  vendor's  breach 
of  contract,  would  in  equity  be  similarly  liable  to 
account  for  the  rents  and  profits  received  by  him  and 
entitled  to  recover  any  sums  paid  on  account  of  the 
purchase  money  (t»).  In  these  cases  the  purchaser  woidd 
not  be  liable  af  law  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  the 
premises  prior  to  rescission  of  the  contract  {p).  But 
if  he  held  over  after  the  rescission,  he  Avould  be  so 
liable  {q) . 


VHieie  an 
order  is  made 
authorising" 
entr_v  into 
possession  to 
satisfy  the 
vendor's  lien, 
after  convey- 
ance, that  is 
not  rescission 
of  the  con- 
tract. 


Here  it  may  bo  noted  that,  "svhere  conveyance  has 
been  made  without  payment  of  the  price,  and  the 
vendor  afterwards  brino-s  an  action  to  enforce  his  lien, 
and,  the  land  proving  unsaleable,  obtains  an  order 
authorising  hiui  to  enter  into  and  hold  possession  (>•),  it 
appears  that  the  order  is  really  made  by  way  of  giving 
him  specific  enjoyment  of  the  thing  pledged  to  satisfy 
his  lien  and  in  the  natiu-e  of  foreclosure,  and  not  by 
way  of  rescission  of  the  contract  involving  >rsfifi(fio  in 
iufcgrn))) ;  and  it  does  not  appear  that  the  purchaser 
could  bo  required  to  account  for  any  rents  or  profits 
received  by  him  (s). 


Where  the  vendor  lawfully  rescinds  the  contract  for 


Rights  of 

ino- to  rescind.  '^^®  purchaser's  breach,  ho  is  remitted  to  his   former 


(o)  See  the  last  two  notes. 

(/))  Wiitterlottom  v.  Inqhain,  7 
Q.  B.  611.  619;  Sug.  V.  &  P. 
179  ;  Markey  \.  Coots,  10  I.  R. 
C.  L,  149. 

[ij)  noirardx.  Shaw,  S  M.  .t  W. 
lis  ;  Markeij  v.  Coote,  ubi  sup. 

(>•)  Above,  p.  931. 

(*)  Consider  AUpnod  v.  Merri/- 
bent,  ic.  Ry.  Co.,  33  Ch.  D.  571. 
It  is  respectfully  submitted  that, 
though  the  decif.iou  iu  this  case 
■was  correct,  the  learned  judge 
was  Avrong  in  suggesting  that  in 


an  ordinary  case  of  vendor's  lien 
(that  is,  where  a  conveyance  has 
been  executed)  the  vendor  wotild 
be  entitled  to  rescind  the  contract 
for  the  purchaser's  failure  to  pay 
the  price.  It  is  submitted  that 
in  this  respect  the  law  is  the  same 
for  a  sale  of  land  as  of  goods,  and 
that,  subject  only  to  the  vendor's 
equitable  lien  and  the  remedies 
for  enforcing  it,  the  contract  can- 
not be  rescinded  after  conveyance 
for  the  purchaser's  failure  to  pay 
the  price  ;  see  above,  p.  931,  and 
n.  [t]. 
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position   as   full   owner   of  tlie   land,   whicli   was  the 

subject   of    the   contract,   and    thenceforth   may   well 

exercise  all  rights  incident  to  such  ownership,  including 

the  power  of  disposition.     He  may  therefore  lawfully  Resale  after 

resell  the  land(;').     But  a  resale  under  the  liberty  of  to  rescind? 

resale  arising  from  the  ownership  restored  to  the  vendor 

by  his  rescission  of   the   contract   is  entirely  different 

both  from  a  resale  under  a  power  of  resale  expressly 

reserved  to  the  vendor  in  case  of  the  purchaser's  default, 

and  from  a  resale  by  a  vendor  who  has  not  rescinded 

the  contract,  but  resells  in  order  to  realise  his  lien  for 

the  price  under  a  power  in  that  behalf  alleged  to  be 

implied  in  the  contract  {u).     If  the  vendor  resell  after 

he  has  elected  to  rescind  the  contract,  he  resells  in  his 

capacity  of  oinicr  of  the  land  and  for  his  own  benefit 

and  at  his  own  risk  exclusively.     If  the  land  realise  a 

higher  price  than  at  the  sale  rescinded,  he  is  entitled 

to  keep  the  surplus  (.r)  ;  and  if  the  price  were  lower,  he 

has  no  right  of  action  against  the  former  purchaser  for 

the  difference ;  for,  having  once  elected  to  rescind  the 

contract,  he  can  no  longer  claim  to  treat  it  as  subsisting 

and  recover  damages  for  its  breach  (//) .     On  the  other  Resale  under 

hand,  where  the  land  is  resold  under  an  express  power  ^^^^^^^^ 

of  resale  on  the   purchaser's    default,   the   contract  is  resale. 

indeed  rescinded  {z)  and  the  vendor  at  liberty  to  retain 


(0  ffoive  V.  S>i>it/i,  27  Ch.  D.  97  ;  Sug.  V.   k  P.   39  ;    dealing 

89,  in  whicli  case  it  was  considered  with   the  case  of  a  resale  under 

that  the  reservation  in  the  con-  an  express  power,  which  rescinds 

tract  of  an  express  jpower  of  re-  the  contract;  above,  p.  45,  and 

sale  on  the  purchaser's   default  n.  (/).     The  same  law  applies, 

did  not  prevent  the  vendor  from  n  fortiori,  in  the  case  of  a  resale 

rescinding  the  contract  in   that  as   owner    after    an   election    to 

event   and  thereafter   selling   ((s  rescind. 

oivner ;  above,  p.  951,  n.  if).  /  \    at.                 n^n      tt    , 

{u\  See  above  DD   42— 45  931  ^    Above,   p.    940;    Beniy  v. 

{u)  oee  aoove,  pp.  4Z     40   J<u,  ^chroeder,   12  Ch.  D.  666;    and 

where  it  is  maintained  that  the  -j       tt     j-             tt    j-         a 

better    opinion  is    that,   in    the  ^f'  &''c      '  H%2^0  •  i«    3  v 

absence    of    express  stipulation,  ^l'           q.^b.'i030  ;  Sug!  V.  & 

the  vendor  has  no  power  of  re-  -r>    orv^i       t)     •      •             o  i 

sale  to  reaUze  his  lien  for  the  ^^'.J'lzt^A    Benjamin    on  Sale, 
price. 

{x)  Exptc.  ITnntcr,  6  Ves.  94,  {z)  Above,  pp.  45,  n.  {/),  915. 


648,  2nd  ed. 
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Resale  to 
enforce  the 
vendor's  lien. 


Title  under  a 
sale  by  a 
vendor 
reselling'. 


any  surplus  over  tlie  original  price  (n)  :  but  if  the  resale 
were  at  a  lower  price  tlie  vendor  is  entitled  to  recover 
the  difference  from  tlie  purchaser,  not  as  general 
damages  for  breach  of  the  contract,  but  under  a  special 
stipulation  to  that  effect  expressed  {b)  or  to  be  implied 
in  the  agreement  (f).  Where  these  stipulations  are 
incorporated  in  the  contract,  the  deposit,  if  any,  must 
be  applied  as  far  as  it  will  go  in  satisfaction  of  the 
difference  in  price  on  the  resale,  notwithstanding 
that  the  contract  expressly  provide  that  the  deposit 
shall  be  forfeited  on  the  purchaser's  default  ((/).  A 
resale  made  to  enforce  the  vendor's  lien,  either  by 
the  vendor  himself  affirming  the  contract  and  claim- 
ing an  implied  power  to  resell  for  the  purpose  {e), 
or  under  an  order  of  the  Court  obtained  at  the  vendor's 
instance  (/),  is  like  a  sale  made  by  a  pledgee  of  goods 
to  recoup  himself  (ff).  The  contract  is  not  thereby 
rescinded  {//)  ;  any  surplus  in  price  obtained  on  the 
resale  belongs  to  the  purchaser  (/) ;  and  if  the  land  be 
resold  at  a  lower  price,  the  vendor  may  recover  the 
difference  in  an  action  on  the  contract  claiming  general 
damages  for  the  purchaser's  breach  (/.•). 

If,  on  a  sale  of  land,  the  purchaser  have  notice  that 
the  vendor  has  entered  into  a  prior  contract  for  sale 
thereof,  which  has  not  been  carried  out,  and  the  vendor 
claim  to  have  lawfully  rescinded  that  contract  for  the 
default  of  the  other  party  thereto,  the  purchaser  must, 
of  course,  require  very  clear  evidence  that  the  prior 
purchaser  has  committed  such  a  breach  of  the  contract 
as  justified  the  vendor  in  rescinding  it  (/).     If  the  fact 


(a)  Above,  p.  955,  n.  {x). 

{b)  Above,  pp.  58,  62. 

(r)  Lamond  v.  Davall,  9  Q.  B. 
1030,  1032  ;  Benjamin  on  Sale, 
648,  2nd  ed. 

{d)  Ockenden  v.  Hcnly,  E.  B.  & 
E.  485. 

[f)  See  above,  pp.  42 — 45,  955, 
and  n.  («). 


(/)  Above,  pp.  44,  '.  31. 

(fj)  Above,  p.  41. 

[h]  Harding  v.  Hardvxj,  4  My. 
&  Cr.  514 ;  above,  p.  45. 

(/)  Above,  p.  45. 

(/.)  See  above,  p.  45,  n.  [d) ; 
below,  J).  959. 

(0  Above,  pp.  936—938,  947, 
948. 
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be  at  all  doubtful  lie  sliould  refuse  to  accept  tlie  title, 
for,  bavin o-  notice  of  tlie  prior  contract,  be  will  be  bound 
tberebj,  in  case  it  be  still  subsisting  and  enforceable  (in) . 
And  unless  the  vendor  can  prove  the  fact  to  be  reason- 
ably certain,  lie  cannot  oblige  the  purchaser  to  accept 
the  title,  even  at  law  ;  still  less  can  he  enforce  the  second 
contract  specifically  (i/).  The  same  principles  apply 
where  the  vendor  claims  that  the  prior  contract  was 
lawfully  rescinded  by  him  under  an  express  power  of 
rescission,  or  was  otherwise  discharged  (o)  ;  in  each  case 
strict  proof  must  be  required  of  the  facts  alleged  to  have 
extinguished  the  obligation  of  the  prior  contract.  If 
the  vendor  claim  to  be  reselling  under  a  poAver  of  resale 
expressly  reserAed  to  him  by  the  prior  contract  (jj),  the 
purchaser  must  require  equally  clear  evidence  that  the 
event  has  occurred  in  which  the  power  of  resale  was  to 
become  exercisable  (q),  and  should  observe  equal 
caution  in  accepting  the  title.  The  case  is  similar  to 
that  of  a  mortgagee  selling  under  his  power  of  sale, 
but  there  are  not  usually  any  special  stipulations  to 
protect  the  purchaser  in  the  event  of  an  improper 
exercise  of  the  power  (r).  If  the  vendor  claim  to  be 
reselling  under  a  power  of  resale  alleged  to  be  impliedly 
reserved  to  him  by  the  prior  contract,  and  that  contract 
contain  no  special  stipulations  from  which  such  a  power 
might  reasonably  be  implied,  the  purchaser  is  advised 
not  to  accept  the  title  (s). 

§  2. — Of  claiming  Damages  under  the  Contract. 

We  have  seen  that  every  breach  of  a  contract  to  sell  Remedy  by 
land  results   in   a   rift-ht  of   action   at   law  to  recover  '^*Jtioi  '^^^' 

°  damages  at 

damages  for  the  breach  {t)  ;  and  that,  where  the  breach  law. 

(;«)  Above,  p.  496.  [q)   Above,  pp.  302  sq. 

\n)   Above,  pp.  106,  107,  332.  ('•)  Above,  pp.  338  sq. 

I  \    AT,       nr.T  («)  See  above,  pp.  42—40,  95,), 

{o)   Above,  pp.  907  sq.  ^^^^    ^^^^_    ^  ^V 

{p)   Above,  pp.  58,  62,  9oo.       (<)  Above,  p.  935, 
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What 
damages 
are  recover- 
able. 


Tlic  general 
rule  as  to 
damages. 


is  of  an  essential  stipulation,  the  iujui-ed  party,  if  lie 
do  not  choose  to  rescind  the  contract,  may  affirm  it  and 
sue  for  damages  for  the  breach  or  else  for  the  specific 
performance  of  the  contract  (ti).  We  will  now  consider 
what  damages  are  recoverable  by  either  party  in  case  of 
his  election,  on  the  other's  breach  of  contract,  to  affirm 
the  agreement  and  to  pursue  his  remedy  for  damages  at 
law.  It  appears  that  this  is  to  be  determined  by  the 
general  rule  of  the  common  law  with  respect  to  the 
damages  recoverable  for  breach  of  contract,  as  qualified 
by  the  decision  in  F/ urea u  v.  ThoruhiU  {x)  and  Bain  v. 
Fofherrjiil  {//),  that  where  the  breach  complained  of 
arises  from  the  vendor's  inability  (without  his  own 
fault)  to  show  a  good  title,  the  purchaser  is  not  entitled 
to  any  damages  for  the  loss  of  his  bargain  (~).  The 
general  rule  of  the  common  law  is  that,  where  a  party 
sustains  a  loss  by  reason  of  a  breach  of  contract,  he  is, 
so  far  as  money  can  do  it,  to  be  placed  in  the  same 
position,  with  respect  to  damages,  as  if  the  contract  had 
been  performed  {a).  But  this  rule  must  be  read  in  con- 
nection with  the  principle  that  the  damages  recoverable 
for  breach  of  contract  "  should  be  such  as  may  fairly 
and  reasonably  be  considered  either  arising  naturally, 
i.e.,  according  to  the  usual  course  of  things,  from  such 
breach  of  contract  itself,  or  such  as  may  reasonably  be 
supposed  to  have  been  in  the  contemplation  of  both 
parties,  at  the  time  they  made  the  contract,  as  the 
probable  result  of  the  breach  of  it  "(/'). 


Damages  The  vendor's  right  to  damages  is  governed  by  the 

recoverable  by  ggj^g^al  rule ;  he  is  entitled  to  substantial  compensation 


(«)  Above,  pp.  936,  946,  947. 

{x)  2W.  Black.  1078. 

(V)  L.  E.  7  H.  L.  158  ;  above, 
pp.  30,  31. 

(2)  Parke,  B.,  Robinson  v.  Har- 
man,  1  Ex.  850,  855. 

(«)  Ibid.  ;     Wall    v.     CUy     of 


London  Real  Tropertti  Co.,  L.  E. 
9  Q.  B.  249,  25o.  These  cUcta  in 
Robinson  v.  Hainan  appear  to  be 
good  law  :  but  the  decision  in 
that  case  was  overruled  by  Bain 
V.  Fothcrgill. 

{b)  Madlcy  v.  Baiendale,  9  Ex. 
341,  354. 
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for  the  purchaser's  faikire  to  fulfil  the  bargain,  as  in 
the  case  of  a  sale  of  goods  {c).     13 ut  if  tlio  purchaser 
break  the  contract,  as  by  refusal  to  accept  a  good  title, 
duly  proved  {(I),  or  by  failure  to  pay  the  price  before  the 
vendor  has   parted  with   his   estate   in   the   land,  the 
vendor  cannot  recover  the  whole  price  as  damages,  but 
is  limited  to  the  loss  which  he  has  actually  sustained  (r) , 
that  is  to  say,  the  difference,  if  any,  between  the  value 
of  the  land  as  remaining  on  his  hands  at  the  date  of  the 
breach  and  the  price  agreed  to  be  paid  (c).     And  this  is  Where  the 
equally  the  ease  where  the  purchaser  has  been  put  into  j^^g^  ^^^^^ 
possession  without  any  conveyance  being  executed,  for  possession. 
the  vendor  then  retains  his  legal  estate  in  the  land,  and 
is,  consequently,  entitled  to  resume  possession  on  the 
purchaser's  breach  of  contract  (/).      Where  the  pur- 
chaser has  been  let  into  possession  before  completion  on 
the  terms  that  he  shall  pay  interest  on  the  purchase 
money  from  the  time  of  his  taking  possession  (g),  and  he 
afterwards  commits  a  breach  of  the  contract,  the  vendor 
affirming  the  agreement  will  be  entitled  to  recover  the 
interest  as   damages,  and  the  purchaser  to  keep  any 
ordinar}^  casual  profits  received  by  him  during  his  pos- 
session :  but  where  the  purchaser  has  obtained  profits 
by  any  act  of  waste,  though  committed  in  accordance 
with  the  agreement,  the  vendor  may  recover  damages 
for   the   consequent  deterioration   in  value   of   the  in- 
heritance remaining  on  his  hands  (A) .     If  a  deposit  were  Where  a 
paid,  and  the  purchaser  commit  a  breach  of  contract,  been  paicL 
the  vendor   affirming   the   contract,  of   course,  cannot 
claim  to  retain  the  deposit  as  forfeited,  and  to  be  paid, 

{c)  Laird  v.   Fim,  7  M.  &  W.  (/)  Zainl  v.  Fun,  7  M.  &  W. 

474,   478;   Noble   v.  Edwardes,   5  Ali, '^1^;  IIoovy.  Roberts,^  CB. 

Ch.  D.  378.  N.    S.    830,    844.      See    above, 

[fl]  See  Lrthhrldge  v.  Kirhman,  pp.  440,  4.50,  457 — 460,  954,  and 

25  L.  J.  Q.  B.  89.  n.  [q). 

[e)  Barrow  v.  Arimiid,  8  Q.  B.  {(/)  Above,  pp.  457—459. 

604,  609,  610;  Benjamin  on  Sale,  (h)  Laird  v.    Fim,  7   M.  &  AV. 

617,  618,  2nd  ed.  ;  and  consider  474  ;    see  above,  pp.   451,  457  ; 

Noble  v.  Edwardes,  5  Oh.  D.  378.  and  cf.  above,  p.  953. 
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"VMiere  a  con- 
veyance has 
been  executed. 


in  addition,  liis  full  measure  of  damages  for  the  breach  : 
but  he  is  entitled  to  keep  the  deposit  or  recover  it  from 
a  stakeholder  (/)  in  part  pa)j)nent  of  the  price,  and  to 
recover  the  damages,  if  any,  which  he  has  sustained  by 
the  breach,  after  taking  into  account,  to  the  pm'chaser's 
credit,  the  payment  of  the  deposit.  And  this  is  the 
case,  although  the  contract  expressly  provide  that,  on 
the  purchaser's  failure  to  comply  with  the  conditions 
thereof,  the  deposit  shall  be  forfeited  (/.•)  ;  for  any  such 
stii)ulation  would  be  construed  as  conferring  only  the 
right  to  treat  the  deposit  as  forfeited  on  rescimon  of  the 
contract  (/).  A  similar  stii)ulation  for  forfeiture  of  the 
deposit  as  Jiquidated  damages  does  not  preclude  the 
vendor  from  suing  for  damages  for  any  loss  sustained 
by  him  after  giving  credit  for  the  amount  of  the 
deposit  {m).  Where  the  vendor  has  executed  a  con- 
veyance without  receiving  payment  of  the  entire 
purchase  money  {n),  he  can  sue  for  the  whole  amount 
remaining  unpaid  in  the  event  of  the  purchaser's 
omission  to  pay  it  as  agreed.  In  that  event  the  amount 
due  becomes  a  debt,  and  is  recoverable  accordingly  (o) . 


As  to  the 
vendor's 
expenses  of 
the  sale. 


If,  on  the  purchaser's  breach  of  contract,  the  vendor 
affirm  the  agreement  and  sue  for  damages  thereunder, 
it  does  not  appear  that  he  can  recover  his  expenses  of 
entering  into  the  agreement  or  proving  title  {p),  for,  as 
we  have  seen  {q),  he  is  entitled  to  substantial  damages 
for  loss  of  his  bargain  on  the  footing  of  being  placed, 
as  far  as  money  can  do  it,  in  as  good  a  position  as  if 
the  contract  had  been  carried  out.  But  if  the  contract 
had  been  completed,  he  would  have  had  to  bear  his  own 


(i)  Above,  pp.  22,  1)51,  and 
B.  (/). 

(k)  Above,  p.  62. 

(/)  Consider  Ockenden  v.  Hcnly, 
E.  B.  &  E.  485 ;  above,  pp.  952, 
956. 

(;«)  Icclij  V.  Grru;  6  N.  &  M. 
467. 


(«)  Above,  p.  924. 

(o)  Above,  pp.  924,  935  ;  Ben- 
jamin on  Sale,  622,  2nd  ed. 

{p)  Observe  the  items  of  the 
damages  recovered  in  Laird  v. 
rim,  7  M.  &  W.  474  ;  of.  above, 
pp.  949,  950. 

[q)  Above,  p,  958. 
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expenses ;  and  to  allow  liim  to  recover  his  expenses,  in 
adiUtion  to  compensation  for  his  loss,  would  be  to  place 
him  in  a  better  position  by  reason  of  the  breach  of 
contract  than  he  would  have  occupied  if  the  agreement 
had  been  carried  out  (r) . 

The  pm-chaser's  risrht  to  damages  for  breach  of  the  What 
contract  is  governed  by  the  special   rule  that,   wliere  recoverable 
the  breach  of  the  contract  is  occasioned  by  the  vendor's  by  the 

_      ,  ,       pu.rcna.sGr. 
inability,  without  his  own  fault,  to  show  a  good  title, 

he  shall  be  entitled  to  recover,  as  damages,  his  deposit, 
if  any,  with  interest,  and  his  expenses  incurred  in  con- 
nection with  the  agreement,  but  not  more  than  nominal 
damages  for  loss  of  his  bargain  (.s).  Subject  to  this 
special  rule,  however,  the  purchaser's  right  appears  to 
be  regulated  by  the  general  law  (/).  The  reason  given 
for  the  rule  va  Fhu-eau  v.  T/iorn/iitl  (k)  is  that,  owing 
to  the  difficulties  and  uncertainty  of  the  English  law  of 
real  property,  the  parties  to  a  sale  of  land  must  be 
taken  to  have  contracted  on  the  understanding  that,  if 
the  purchase  goes  off  because  of  the  vendor's  inability 
to  make  a  good  title,  the  purchaser  shall  only  be 
recouped  the  expenses  he  has  incurred,  and  shall  not 
recover  any  other  damages  (,r).  This  rule  appHes  in 
every  case  where  the  vendor's  breach  of  the  contract  is 

(r)    It    is    clear    that,    if    the  This  rule  also  applies  to  contracts 

vendor    execute     a     conveyance  to  grant  a  lease  of  land  in  which 

without   payment,   his   lien   ex-  the  lessor  undertakes  to  show  a 

tends    only    to    the    price     and  good  title  ;  Robinson  v.  Harmaii, 

interest  thereon,  and  he  has  no  1  Ex.  8.50 ;    Eanslip  v.  Padwick, 

claim   to    be    recouped    his    ex-  5  Ex.  615  ;    Gaf<  Light  and   Coke 

penses.       Consider    cases    cited  Co.  v.  Totm',  35  Ch.  D.  519,  5-43; 

above,  p.  925.    And  it  is  thought  Fease   v.    Courtnci/,    1904,    2   Ch. 

that  the  same  principle  is  appli-  503,  511,  512  ;    see  above,  p.  78, 

cable   where   the   vendor   is   not  n.  (/r). 

entitled    to    recover    the    whole  (^)    Enr/d    v.    Fitch,   L.   R.    4 

price  as   damages.      See  below,  Q.    J3.    659 ;    Fai/    v.    Singleton, 

pp.  967,  968.  1899,  2  Ch.  320. 

(s)  Flureau  y    Thornhill   2   W.  ,  ^   2  W.  Black.  1078. 

Black.  1078;  Sikesv.  Wild,  IB.  ^  ' 

&   S    587,   4  B.  &   S.  421  ;    Bain  [x)  Buin  v.  Fothcrgill,  L.  R.   7 

V.  Fothergill,  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  158.  H.  L.  158,  207,  210. 


962         OF  THE  REMEDIES  FOR  BREACH  OF  THE  CONTRACT. 

owing  to  his  inability,  without  his  own  fault,  to  make 
a  good   title,  even   though   ho   had   expressly  or  im- 
pliedly (//)  represented,  contrary  to  the  fact  but  without 
BaiH^.  fraud,  that  he  had  a  good  title  (;:).     Thus,  where  the 

FothergiU.  ^^^^^^^  ^^  leaseholds  not  assignable  without  the  lessor's 
licence  has  sold  them  without  mentioning  this  restric- 
tion [a),  and  the  lessor  has  refused  to  give  his  consent  to 
the  sale,  the  purchaser  can  recover  no  damages  beyond 
his  expenses  (/j).  But  the  rule  in  question  is  only 
applicable  where  the  vendor's  breach  of  contract  arises 
from  his  inability  to  make  a  good  title  after  he  has 
made  an  honest  effort  to  discharge  his  obligation  in 
this  respect,  and  has  done  all  that  lies  within  his  own 
Dayx.  power  to  carry  out  the  agreement  (c).      For  example, 

Sincjicton.  ^^-i^ere  an  owner  of  leaseholds  not  assignable  without 
the  lessor's  licence  had  sold  them  subject  to  his  consent 
to  the  assignment  being  obtained  {d),  and,  instead  of 
endeavouring  to  procure  the  lessor's  licence,  actually 
induced  him  to  refuse  it,  it  was  held  that  the  purchaser 
was  entitled  to  recover  substantial  damages  for  the 
vendor's  breach  of  duty  (r).  And  it  appears  that, 
where  the  vendor's  breach  of  contract  consists  in  his 
wilful  refusal  or  neglect  to  take  the  steps  proper  to 
prove  his  title,  as  to  deliver  an  abstract,  he  would  bo 
liable  to  pay  substantial  damages  (./) .  So  if  the  vendor 
commit  a  breach  of  his  duty  to  convoy  the  land  sold  or 
to  put  the  purchaser  in  possession  (^),  and  the  breach 
be  caused,  not  by  his  inability  to  make  a  good  title, 

(,l)  Above,  pp.  576-578,  743,  {c)  See  Turner,  L  J.,  Williams 

-j^i!  ^         '  ii'                    '         '  ^,_  Glcnton,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  200,  209. 

(s)  S.    C,    overruling   Hopkins  [d)  Above,  pp.   358,   359,  and 

V.  Grazchrcolc,  6  B.  &  C.  31,  and  q.  (y),  914. 

lioUmon  V.  Harman,  1   Ex.   8o5,  /^^  j^^y  y.    Singleton,    1899,    2 

which  decided  the  contrary.    Ine  q-^   g9Q 

innocent  'f'^^f'^'^'^^f^^^^^^  (■/')"  Consider  Jones  v.  Gardiner, 

a  cause  of  action  for  damages ,       ^^U  ^  ^  ^^   ^g^_     ^^^^^^.^^  ^^^^^^^ 

W  Abol;:  pp.  358-3G0.  this    principle    should  not  have 

i    Bain  v.  Zhergill,  ubi  sup. ;  ^een  applied  in  C.,«^^o«  v.  Bagleg, 

see  also  Pease  v.  CoariPei/,  1904,  1892,  1  Ch.  313. 

2  Ch.  503.  iff)  Above,  pp.  509,  539,  n.  {'j). 
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but  by  bis  wilful  refusal  or  neglect  to  do  some  act, 
wbicli  lies  entirely  within  bis  own  powder  and  is  neces- 
sary to  discbarge  bis  obligation  in  tbese  respects,  tbe 
purchaser  is  entitled  to  recover  damages  for  loss  of  bis 
bargain  to  be  calculated  according  to  tbe  general  prin- 
ciple of  tbe  law  (//) .  Thus  wbere  mortgagees  sold  tbe  Engei  v. 
mortgaged  land,  witli  vacant  possession,  under  tbeir 
power  of  sale,  and  tbe  mortgagor  was  in  possession  and 
tbey  deliberately  omitted  to  eject  liim,  and  were  there- 
fore unable  to  hand  over  possession  at  the  time  for 
completion,  it  was  held  that  tbe  purchaser  was  entitled 
to  recover  substantial  damages  for  bis  loss,  and  that 
the  measure  of  damages  was  tbe  difference  between  the 
contract  price  and  tbe  value  of  the  land  at  tbe  time  of 
the  breach  of  contract ;  and  tbe  purchaser  having  resold 
the  land  at  an  advanced  price,  it  was  considered  that, 
in  the  absence  of  any  other  evidence,  tbe  price  at  wbicli 
the  purchaser  resold  might  be  taken  to  be  tbe  value  of 
the  land ;  and  tbe  purchaser  recovered  accordingly  the 
amount  of  the  profit  on  tbe  resale  (/).  It  should  be 
noted  however  that,  although  a  vendor,  who  has  con- 
tracted to  give  vacant  possession,  is  bound  at  bis  peril 
to  eject  a  tenant  by  sufferance  (/.•),  a  tenant  at  will  or  a 
trespasser  (/),  who  refuses  to  give  up  possession,  be  is 
not  obliged  to  engage  in  litigation  with  persons  assert- 
ing in  good  faith  and  with  apparent  or  reasonably 
possible  right  claims  adverse  to  bis  title  {m).  And  it  is 
thought  that,  if  he  preferred  to  renounce  tbe  contract 
rather  than  engage  in  such  litigation,  be  could  not  be 
cast  in  substantial  damages.     And  wbere  his   title  is 


(/<)  Engel   v.   Fitch,  L.    R.    4  is  in  the  position  of  a  tenant  by 

Q.   B.   659  ;    Godwin  v.   Irancis,  sufferance  at  law ;  notes  to  Eeech 

L.  R.  5  C.  P.  29;"),  306,  308  ;  Bay  v.  Hall,   1   Smith,   L.   C.  ;  Wma. 

V.  Singleton,  1899,  2  Ch.  320,  329,  Real  Prop.  534,  and  n.  [a],  19th 

332 — 334  :  and  consider  Cornwall  ed. 

V.  mn.on,  1900    2  Ch.  2,8  ;  Jone,  ^     ^^                 ^^      4J9_ 

V.  Gardiner,  1902,  1  Ch.  191.  ^  '               '  ^^           ' 

(i)  See  previous  note.  (w«)  Turner,  L.  J.,  Williams  v. 

(/.•)  A  mortgagor  in  possession  Glenton,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  200,  208. 
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imperfect,  he  is  of  course  not  liable  to  pay  substantial 
damages  if  he  decline  to  buy  in  any  outstanding  estate 
or  incumbrance.  Such  an  act  as  this  would  depend  on 
others'  consent,  and  does  not  lie  entirely  within  his 
own  power  (n). 

As  to  tlie  A  pm-chaser  affirming  the  contract  for  sale  and  claim- 

oSerpurchase  i^g  damages  for  the  vendor's  breach  of  the  agreement 
money  paid,  jg  entitled,  as  we  have  seen  (o),  to  recover  his  deposit, 
with  interest.  And  if  the  deposit  were  paid  to  an 
auctioneer  or  other  stakeholder,  he  can  recover  interest 
thereon,  as  damages,  from  the  vendor  {p).  The  pur- 
chaser may  also  claim,  as  damages,  to  be  recouped, 
with  interest,  any  other  sums  he  may  have  paid  on 
account  of  the  purchase  money,  beyond  the  deposit  (q), 
or  to  be  compensated  for  any  other  property,  which  he 
may  have  parted  with,  or  for  any  act  done  to  his  detri- 
ment as  part  of  the  consideration  for  the  sale.  For 
where  land  is  agreed  to  be  conveyed  for  any  considera- 
tion immediately  executed  in  favour  of  the  person 
promising  to  convey,  it  is  impossible  to  suppose  that 
the  parties  contracted  on  the  understanding  implied  in 
eases  like  Fhtreau  v.  TJiornhiU  {r),  where  the  contract 
is  executory  on  both  sides ;  and  the  other  party  is 
entitled,  as  regards  the  executed  consideration,  to  be 
placed,  as  far  as  damages  can  do  it,  in  as  good  a 
position  as  if  the  contract  had  been  carried  out  (s) .  It 
appears,  however,  that  if  in  such  a  case  the  purchaser 
bought  with  fvill  notice  of  the  state  of  the  vendor's 

(«)  See  above,  pp.  130—134.  vendor's  breach  of  the  contract; 

[())  Above,  p.  961  ;   Compton  v.  above,  p.  22. 
BagJoj,  1892,  1  Ch.  313,  321  ;  Day  (^)  Consider  Sherry  v.    Oke,   3 

V.    Kmqhton,    1899,    2   Ch.    320 ;  Dow.  P.   C.  349,  361  ;   Cornwall 

Sug.  V.  &  P.  362,  639.  v.  Hcnson,  1900,  2  Ch.  298. 

( p)  Farquhar  v.  Farley,!  Taunt.  ,.  ^^  gg  1  _ 

592.    As  we  have  seen,  the  stake-  ^  ' 

holder  hhnsolf  is  not  liable  to  pay  («)  Strtitt  v.  Farlar,  16  M.  &  "W. 

interest  on  the  deposit,  though  he  249  ;    Wall  v.  City  of  London  Real 

is  bound  to  return  the  sum  de-  Fioperty  Co.,  L.  R.  9  Q.  B.  249  ; 

posited  to  the  purchaser  on  the  above,  p.  958. 
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title  (/),  and  the  vendor  were  prevented  from  carrying 

out  the  contract  by  a  defect  in  the  title  and  not  by  his 

own  fault,  the  purchaser  affirming  the  contract  would 

not  be  entitled  to  more  than  nominal  damages  for  loss 

of  his  bargain  {u).     Where  the  purchaser  affirming  the  Expenses 

,        ,  1         , 1        •    1  ,  ,  1  .  ,  recoverable  by 

contract  nas  the  right  to  recover  his  expenses  as  damages,  the  purchaser 
he  is  entitled  to  be  recouped  his  expenses  of  preparing,  ^^  damages, 
stamping  and  executing  the  written  memorandum  of 
the  contract  (.r),  as  well  as  those  properly  incurred  in 
carrying  out  the  agreement  for  sale.  And  under  the 
latter  head  he  may  recover  his  costs  of  investigating  the 
title  (//)  and  searching  for  incumbrances  (;;),  or,  if  the 
vendor's  breach  did  not  occur  until  after  the  acceptance 
of  the  title  (r/),  the  costs  of  j)reparing  the  conveyance  (/*). 
And  the  purchaser  may  recover  the  costs  due  from 
himself  to  his  solicitor  in  respect  of  these  items,  although 
the  solicitor's  bill  have  not  been  paid  (c).  But  the  pur- 
chaser cannot  recover  any  expenses  which  were  purely 
preliminary  to  entering  into  the  agreement  for  sale ;  as 
of  any  negotiations  leading  up  to  the  sale,  or  of  a 
survey  or  a  valuation  made  before  the  sale  for  his  own 
information  (r/).  Nor  can  he  get  back  any  expenses  of 
carrying  out  the  agreement,  which  have  been  prema- 
turely incurred.  Thus,  the  purchaser  is  not  justified  in 
preparing  a  conveyance  until  the  vendor  has  shown 
such  a  title  as  he  is  bound  to  accept ;  and  if  he  do  so 
before  that  time,  he  cannot  recover  the  expense  of  it  in 
case  the  vendor  fail  to  show  such  a  title  and  so  break 
the  contract  (r).     So  also  he  should  not  get  the  land 

(t)  Above,  p.  164.  362. 

(ti)  Con^idev  Gas  Liffht  and  Coke  (a)  Above,  p.  510. 

Co.  V.  Toicse,  35  Ch.  D.  519,  543.  {h)  Sug.  V.  &  P.  362 ;  2  Dart. 

(.!•)  Hand'q)  v.  Padivick,  5  Ex.  V.  &  P.  1076. 
615.  (c)  Richardson    v.     Chascn,     10 

(//)   Above,     p.     961.     n.    (.s)  ;  Q.  B.  756. 
Richards  v.  Barton,   1   Esp.  268  ;  {d)  Hodgis  v.  Litchfcld,  1  Bing. 

liansVip  V.   RadwicJ:,    Coinpton  v.  N.  C.  492,  498  ;    Sug.  V.   &  P. 

Bag  ley,  ubi  sup.  362. 

(2)  Hodf/es  V.  Litchfield,  1  Biiig.  {e)  Jarmain  v.  EgelsUn",  5  Cur. 

N.  C.  492,   499;  Sug.  V.  &  P.  &  P.  172;  Hodges  v.  Litchfield,  1 
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surveyed  until  a  good  title  has  been  shown,  and  cannot 
charge  against  the  vendor  the  expenses  of  a  survey 
prematurely  made  (/).  But  if  the  land  were  surveyed 
after  a  good  title  had  been  shown  on  the  abstract,  it  is 
thought  that  the  expense  of  the  survey  would  be 
properly  incurred  {(/),  and  would  therefore  be  recover- 
able in  case  of  a  subsequent  breach  of  the  contract.  The 
purchaser  cannot  recover,  as  expenses,  any  loss  or  outlay 
incui-red  in  raising  the  purchase  money ;  as  a  loss  by 
selling  any  stock,  shares  or  securities  to  provide  the 
money  [h),  or  the  costs  or  charges  of  borrowing  the 
money  (/)  :  but  if  before  the  breach  the  contract  had 
proceeded  to  such  a  point  that  it  was  reasonable  for  the 
purchaser  to  have  the  money  ready  to  complete  the 
purchase,  he  may  recover,  as  damages,  interest  on  any 
money  so  lying  idle,  whether  it  were  actually  raised  or 
were  only  held  ready  by  a  third  party  to  be  applied  to 
the  purchaser's  use  at  call  (/.•).  The  purchaser  cannot 
recover  the  extra  costs  as  between  solicitor  and  client 
of  an  action  for  specific  performance  of  the  contract 
brought  against  him  by  the  vendor  and  dismissed  with 
costs  as  between  party  and  party  (/),  or  his  own  costs 
of  an  action  for  specific  performance  brought  by  himself 
and  dismissed  without  costs  on  the  vendor's  failure  to 
prove  a  good  title  {m).  Where  the  pm^chaser  has  been 
let  into  possession  pending  completion,  with  liberty  to 
do  repairs  or  make  alterations  or  improvements  at  his 
own  expense,  he  cannot  recover  any  money  so  spent 
among  his  expenses  of  carrying  out  the  agreement  (n) . 
A  fortiori,  he  cannot  recover  any  money  so  spent,  where 

Bino'   N.  C.  492,  499;  Sug.  V.  &  (A)  S/ion/v.  Okc,  3  Dow.  P.  C. 

p.  362.  349,  3G1;  Sug".  V.  &  P.  237,  362, 

I  f     Slier    V    fr  P    3(1'^  640. 

(.9)  Above,  p.  539  ;   Sug.  \  .  &  n.  C.  492. 

I*-  362.  '(^^^  ]\j:a'uen  v.  Fijson,  11   Q.  B. 

[h)  Fliireau  v.  TJiomhiU,  2  W.  992  ;  see  above,  p.  69  aud  n.  [e). 

Black.  1078.  («)  Bratt  v.  Em><,  Sug.  V.  & 

It)  Kamlip  v.   r"(hvich,  5  Ex,  P.  812;    JForthiiu/fon  v.  IVnrrinc/- 

615,  to)i,  8  C.  B.  134. 
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he  did  the  repcairs  or  made  tho  improvements  without 
any  express  agreement  with  the  vendor  authorizing  him 
to  do  so  (o).  If  the  purchaser  choose  to  incur  any 
expenses  in  assumed  furtherance  of  the  agreement  after 
he  has  been  made  aware  of  a  definite  breach  of  contract 
on  the  vendor's  part,  he  must  pay  them  out  of  his  own 
pocket  and  cannot  charge  the  vendor  therewith,  as 
damages  {p). 

A  question  arises,  whether  the  purchaser  is  entitled  ^j!^JJ^ggj,*j!f^ 
to  get  back  his  expenses  in  connection  with  the  agree-  recover  his 
ment  in  a  case  where  he  is  allowed  to  recover  substantial  ^''j!2!^'Je  is 
damages  for  the  vendor's  breach   of   contract.     It   is  allowed 

P,,         1.  ,         -r,    •      ,  n     1   •      n  £  substantial 

submitted  that  he  is  not.  It  is  true  that  in  tlie  case  ot  damages  for 
Eiifjel  V.  Fitch  {q),  above  stated,  the  purchaser  was  lj>^«  "^^.^i^ 
actually  allowed  to  recover  damages  for  loss  of  his 
bargain  in  addition  to  his  expenses  of  investigating 
title,  &c. :  but  this  appears  to  have  been  owing  to  the 
form  in  which  the  question  was  presented  to  the  Court. 
The  vendor  had  paid  into  Court  enough  to  satisfy  the 
purchaser's  expenses ;  and  at  the  trial  a  verdict  was 
taken  hi/  consent  for  the  plaintiff,  who  was  the  purchaser, 
for  the  amount  of  the  profit  on  his  resale  hei/ond  the 
money  paid  into  Court,  with  leave  to  move  to  enter  the 
verdict  for  the  defendant.  A  rule  nisi  was  accordingly 
obtained  and  was  discharged  by  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  whose  decision  was  affirmed  in  the  Exchequer 
Chamber.  The  result  of  this  was  that  the  purchaser 
obtained  as  damages  not  only  the  whole  amount  of  the 

(o)  See  above,  pp.  457,  458.  authority  of  Euf/cl  v.  Fitch,  that 

,    ,    ^         ^^       T,  ,,       ,,.  ^,   -p        a  purchaser  entitled  to  damages 
{p)  Founsetty   Fuler,  U  G.  B.       ^^i  ^^^^   ^^.    ^^.^   ^         -^   ^-^^^^^^ 

^rt^^'Uoa   !  Z-  I^  lol  ?9i  i-^cover  his  expenses  of  investi- 

587,  590,  4  B.  &  S.  421,  424.  ^^^^j^^    ^.^^^    ^^    ^,^1^_      B^^   -^ 

{q)  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  659 ;  above,  appears  to  have  been  overlooked 
p.  963.  And  in  Gochrin  v.  that  this  would  place  him  in  a 
Francis,  L.  R.  5  C.  P.  295,  it  better  position  than  if  the  con- 
was  admitted,  apparently  on  the  tract  had  been  carried  out. 
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profit   on  the  resale,  but  his  expenses  of  the  original 
sale  as  well.     These  he  would  have  had  to  pay  out  of 
liis  own  pocket  if  the  original  sale  had  been  duly  com- 
pleted.     The  result   of   the  verdict,  therefore,  was  to 
place  him  in  a  better  position  by  reason  of  the  breach 
of  contract  than  he  would  have  occupied  if  there  had 
been  no  breach.     Such  a  result,  it  is  submitted,  cannot 
possibly  be  supported.     The  true  principle  appears  to 
have  been  applied  in  the  case  of  Daij  v.  Singleton  (s). 
In  that  case  the  purchaser  claiming  damages  as  plaintiff 
was  allowed  by  Romer,  J.,  to  recover  his  deposit,  with 
interest,  and  his  costs  of  investigating  the  title.     On 
appeal  this  judgment  was  reversed,  except  as  regards 
f//e  deposit;  it  was  declared  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  substantial  damages  for  the  vendor's  breach  of  duty, 
and  an  inquiry  was  ordered  to  ascertain  the  amount  of 
such  damages  according  to  the  general  principle  of  the 
Common  Law.    It  seems,  therefore,  to  have  been  recog- 
nised that,  as  the  purchaser  was  to  have  substantial 
compensation  for  the  loss  of  his  bargain,  he  was  not 
entitled,   in   addition,  to   recover   expenses,  which   he 
would  have  had  to  bear  himself  if   the  contract  had 
Damages  for    been   completed  (/).      Where  land   has  been   sold   for 
•where  land  '    ^   particular    purposc,   as    for    carrying    on    a    trade 
or  business  there  (^0,  and  the  vendor  commits  such  a 
breach  of  contract  as  entitles  the  purchaser  to  damages 
for  loss  of  his  bargain,  the  purchaser's  loss  of  profit 
from  his  inability  to  use  the  premises  in  the  manner 
contemplated  l»y  the  contract  may  be  taken  into  con- 


sold  for  a 
particular 
purpose. 


(,s)  1899,  2  Ch.  320;  stated 
above,  p.  962.  The  head-note 
states  that  the  purchaser  was 
held  to  be  entitled  to  recover 
damages  for  loss  of  his  bargain, 
besides  his  expenses ;  bnt  it  does 
not  correctly  I'epresent  the  effect 
of  the  judgment. 

{t)  The  right  principle  as  to 
the  damages  recoverable  appears 


to  have  been  applied  in  Hopkins  v. 
Grazebrooh,  6  B.  &  C.  31,  and 
Mobinsoii  V.  Hnrman,  1  Ex.  850  ; 
though  the  decision  in  each  of 
those  cases,  that  substantial 
damages  were  iu  the  circum- 
stances recoverable  at  all,  has 
been  overruled ;  above,  p.  962, 
n.  {-). 

ill)  Above,  pp.  507,  508. 
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sicleratiou  in  assessing'  the  damag'(33  recoverable  from 
tlie  vendor  (,r) , 

If    the    purchaser    affirm    the    contract   and   claim  Purohaser  has 
damages  for  the  vendor's  breach,  he  has  no  lion  on  the  J|!,\ia"eJ,"^ 
land  sold  for  the  amount  of  damages  recoverable,  not- 
withstanding that  this  includes  compensation  for  instal- 
ments of  the  purchase  money  actually  paid  (//). 

It  has   been   mentioned  (s)    that,  on   1)reaeh  of   an  A  party  may 
essential  stipulation  in  the  contract,  the  injured  party  performance  '' 
electinc:  to  affirm  the  agreement  has  the  alternative  of  "r  damages  in 
suing  at  law  for  damages  for  the  breach,  or  suing  in  native, 
equity  for  specific  performance  of  the  contract.     Under 
the  present  practice,  he  can  pursue  these  remedies  in 
one    action    claiming    alternative    relief  (a)  :    but    his 
recovery  of  judgment  for  damages  will  bar  his  right  to  Judgment  for 
enforce  the  contract  specifically,  as  that  is  a  conclusive  bars"he  othen 
election  to  adopt  the  legal  remedy  (b),  and  the  other 
party's  obligation  under  the  contract  is  then  merged  in 
the    judgment  (r).      And   if   he    obtain    an    order   for 
specific  performance  of  the  contract,  that  will  be  a  bar 
to  his  recovering  damages  for  the  breach  (d)  ;   for  in 

{x)  Jaqiics  V.  HUhn\  G  Ch.  D.  ance  or  damages  must  take  care 

163  ;  Jo)ies  v.   Gardmcr,   1902,    1  to  claim  ijarticularly  siicli  dam- 

Ch.  191.  ages  as  he  is  entitled  to  recover 

(y)   r'urniraU  v.  Ib'uson,  1900,  2  at  law  for  breach  of  the  contract; 

Ch.  298,  305;  above,  p.  961.     Cf.  otherwise  his  claim  for  damages 

above,  p.  950.  may    be   treated  as    if    it    were 

(j)  Above,  p.  947.  merely  marie  in  substitution  for 

{a)   Coriucall  v.    JleHsoii,    1900,  the  equitable  remedy  of   specific 
2    Ch.    298.       Under     the     old  performance,    and    may    be    de- 
Chancery  practice  such   alterna-  feated  by  anything  wliich  would 
tive  relief   conld  not  have  been  bar  his  right  to  specific  perform - 
obtained  in  equity ;   Sninsbury  x.  ance;    see  Hipgraie  v.    Case,    28 
Jones,   5  My.   &  Cr.   1  ;  and,  of  Ch.  D    356  ;  Xh-holson  v.  Broin, 
course,  not  at  law.     After  Lord  1897,  W.  N.  52. 
Cairns'  Act,  stat.   21   &  22  Vict.  {h)  Onne  v.  Broiif/hfoi/,  lOBrng. 
c.    27,    it  was   possible  to  claim  533,  638  ;  Sainfer  v.   Firc/mon,   1 
damages  in  equity  as  an  addition  Mac.  &  G.  286,  290. 
to  or  in  substitution  for  specific  (c)  Above,  p.  943. 
performance.     ITnder  the  present  (d)  In  default  of  the  defend- 
practice    a    party   suing   in    the  ant's  compliance  with  the  order, 
alternative  for  specific  perform-  the  plaintiff  may  rescind  the  con- 


W. II. 


20 


970  OF  THE  EE.MEDIES  FOIl  BREACH  OF  THE  CONTRACT. 

equity  the  plaintiff  suing  ou  a  breacli  of  contract  was 
required,  as  a  rule,  to  elect  which  remedy  he  would 
jjursue  {e)  ;  and  a  man  entitled  to  alternative  remedies 
is  harred,  after  judgment  on  the  one,  from  asserting 
the  other  (/).  If  an  action  claiming  damages  for  a 
breach  of  the  contract  he  brought  against  a  party 
thereto,  he  may  counterclaim  for  specific  performance  ; 
when,  if  the  counterclaim  be  successful,  the  action  will 
fail(^),  and  rice  i-ersd{/i),  and  the  unsuccessful  party 
will  be  estopped  from  again  asserting  a  right  to  enforce 
the  contract  (/).  And  if  such  a  counterclaim  were  not 
made,  and  judgment  for  damages  were  recovered,  the 
defendant  would  equally  lose  all  right  to  enforce  the 
contract  specifically  ;  for  the  judgment  would  be  con- 
clusive against  him  that  he  had  committed  a  breach  of 
contract,  so  that  he  could  then  no  longer  maintain  that 
he  had  always  been  ready  and  willing  to  carry  out  his 
part  of  the  contract  (A-).  This  doctrine,  however, 
applies  onl}^  in  the  case  of  breach  of  an  essential  stipu- 
lation contained  in  the  contract.  If  the  stipulation 
broken  were  not  essential,  judgment  for  damages  for  a 
breach  thereof  would  not  preclude  either  party  from 
asserting  afterwards  the  right  to  enforce  the  main  duty 
of  the  contract  either  at  law  or  in  equity  (/), 

Effect  of  the         If  either  party  to  the  contract  bring  an  action  for  its 

dismissal  of 

tract,  but  cannot  claim  damages  {k)  Coi)ipto)i  v.  Bcighy,  1S92.  1 

thereunder;    lienty  v.    Schroder,  Gh.  313. 

12  Ch.   D.   666 :  above,    p.  948,  (i)  Above,  p.  943. 

n.  {m).  (k)  See    JFalkcr    v.   J(.frei/s,    1 

(g)  Carrick  v.  You>i(jf,  4  Madd.  Hare,  341,  352  ;  Fry,  Sp.  Perf. 

437  ;  P/iel})s  v.  Frothcro,  7  De  G.  §   922,  p.   427,  3rd  ed.  ;    above, 

M.  &  G.  722,  733,  734;   Gcchje  v.  p.  936.     It  appears  that,  under 

Montroxe,  26  Beav.  45,  47  ;  Dan.  the  old  practice  inequity,  a  judg- 

Ch.  Pr.    757,  4th   ed.  ;    2    Dart,  ment  for  damages  at  law  for  breach 

V.  &  P.  993,  5th  ed.  of  a  contract  was  in  general  a  good 

(/)   Scarf  V.    Jardbie,   7   App.  jjlca  in  bar  of  a  suit  for  specific 

Cas.  345;  Morel  v.  Westmorland,  performance  of  the  contract ;  Mit- 

1904,   A.   C.    11;    and  note    [h),  ford  on  Pleading,  253  (296,  5th 

above.  ed.)  ;    Dan.    Ch.    Pr.    611-614, 

Uj)  Green  v.   Scvin,  13  Ch.  D.  4th  ed. 
589.  (0  Above,  pp.  935,  940,  947. 
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specific  performance,  and  the  action  be  dismissed  upon  an  action  for 
any  ground  wliicli  furnishes  a  good  defence  to  an  action  performance. 
at  law  for  breach  of  the  contract,  the  unsuccessful 
plaintiff  is  estopped  by  the  judgment  from  proceeding 
to  recover  damages  for  the  breacli  (/;?),  unless  the  judg- 
ment were  expressly  declared  to  be  without  prejudice 
to  the  plaintiff's  remedy  at  law  {ii) .  If,  however,  the 
action  for  specific  performance  were  dismissed  upon 
any  ground  (such  as  hardship  or  unfair  dealing  (o)  ) 
which  affords  no  defence  to  an  action  at  law  for  breach 
of  the  contract,  the  unsuccessful  party  would  not  be 
precluded  from  afterwards  pursuing  his  legal  remedy, 
notwithstanding  that  his  right  to  sue  at  law  were  not 
expressly  reserved  {])).  In  either  case  the  dpfcndant 
would  not  be  precluded  from  suing  on  the  contract  at 
law  {q),  unless  the  defence,  which  he  had  established  to 
the  specific  performance  of  the  agreement,  involved  his 
own  inability  to  enforce  it,  as  if  he  had  proved  that  the 
contract  was  void  for  his  mistake  (>')  or  for  illegality  («). 

If  the  vendor's  action  for  specific  performance  be  dis-  Vondor'sposi- 
missed  because  the  Court  considers  that  the  title  shown  afteAis^^ 

is  too  doubtful  to  be  forced  upon  an  unwilling  pur-  action  for 

'-  ,  specinc  per- 

(«0   Tmlcgar  v.   Windus,  L.  R.  V.  &  P.  641. 

19  Eq.  607,  613—615.  [o)  Above,  pp.  31,  685,  692. 

{ii)  Laiiffiiieadv.  Map!e,  18  C.B.  [p]    Bear   v.    Flemhir/,    13    Ir. 

N.  S.  255.    Ajid  note  that,  under  Com.  Law  Rep.  506,  513;   Trcdc- 

the  old  practice  in  equity,  wliei'e  gar  v.  Windiis,  L.  R.  19  Eq.  607, 

a  vendor's  suit  for  specific  per-  614  ;    and   consider   Murtlock   v. 

formance  was  dismissed  on  some  Buller,  10  Ves.  292,  318;    Thomas 

ground,  which  would  prevent  his  v.  Bering,  1    Keen,   729  ;     Wcdg- 

sncceeding   in  an  action  on  the  icoodv.  Adams,  8  Beav.  103,  105; 

contract  at  law,  as  his  failure  to  Col! ins  v.  Care,  4  Jar.  N.  S.  31  ; 

show  a  good  title,  the  Cdurt  would  Maiden  v.  Fgson,  11  Q.  B.  292; 

order  the  return  of  the  deposit  Webster  y.  Cecil,  30  Beav.  62,  64; 

with   interest,    unless    the   order  above,    pp.    69,     166 — 168,    685, 

were  intended  to  be  made  without  709. 

prejudice  to  the  vendor's  remedy  [q)  Hodges  y.  Litchfield,  1  Bing. 

at  law  ;  Anson  v.  Hodges,  5  Sim.  N.  C.  492  ;   above,  p.  948  ;    Siiu- 

227;   Southcoinby.  Kreter,6lla,ve,  mons  v.  Heseltinc,  o  C.  B.  N.   S. 

213,  225—228  ;    TFebb  v.  Kirbg,  7  554. 

De   G.  M.   &  G.   376  ;    Hede  v.  (*•)  Above,  pp.  665  s/j. 

Oakes,  2  De  G.  J.  .t  S.  518;  Sug.  {«)  Above,  p.  777. 

20  (2) 
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formanco  has 
been  dismissed 
because  the 
title  is 
doubtful. 
Vendor  may 
reeovei" 
damages  if 
the  piu-chaser 
refuse  such  a 
title  as  he 
contracted 
to  take. 


Is  the  vendor 
bound  at  law 
to  show  a 
good  market- 
able title  ? 


eliaser  {t),  it  appears  that  lie  is  not  estopped  from  assert- 
ing liis  remedy  at  law  (;^).  And  at  hic  the  vendor 
is  entitled  to  recover  substantial  damages  (,r)  from  the 
purchaser  if  the  latter  refuse  to  accept  such  a  title  to  the 
land  as  he  had  contracted  to  take,  notwithstanding  tliat 
a  Court  of  Equity,  in  proceedings  for  specific  perform- 
ance against  the  purchaser,  would  not  oblige  him  to 
take  the  title  shown,  or  that  to  accept  the  title  would 
expose  him  to  the  risk  of  instant  ejectment  (//).  The 
question  is  thus  raised,  What  title  does  the  vendor 
contract  to  show  according  to  the  construction  to  be 
placed  on  the  agreement  in  a  Court  of  law  ?  As  we 
have  seen  (s;),  where  the  parties  enter  into  special 
stipulations  restrictive  of  the  pm^chaser's  right  to  in- 
vestigate the  title,  these  are  rigidly  enforced  at  law ; 
and  unless  the  vendor  has  made  a  misrepresentation 
sufficient  to  justif}^  the  rescission  of  the  contract  {a),  the 
purchaser  is  liable  in  damages  for  a  breach  of  the  agree- 
ment, regardless  of  the  fact  that  in  equity  the  contract 
is  not  specifically  enforceable  or  the  stipulation  is 
thought  to  be  unfair.  With  respect  to  the  title  con- 
tracted to  be  shown  under  an  open  contract,  conflicting 
opinions  have  been  judicially  expressed.  It  has  been 
asserted,  on  the  one  hand,  that  the  vendor  contracts  to 
show  a  good  marketable  title  ih)  ;  and  this  would 
oblige  him  to  show  such  a  title  as  a  Court  of  Equity 


{t)  Above,  pp.  107,  158,  ICS, 
332,  430  ;  and  see  next  sectiuu. 

(m)  See  Cooper  v.  Deiine,  1  Ves. 
jun.  565,  566  ;  and  consider  the 
cases  cited  above,  n.  (//),  and 
below,  notes  (y),  [e).  Where  a 
vendor,  whose  action  for  specific 
performance  has  been  dismissed 
on  the  above  ground,  is  entitled 
to  retain  a  deposit  paid  to  him 
for  the  reason  that  the  purchaser 
has  committed  a  breach  of  con- 
tract in  not  accepting  the  title, 
he  must  be  equally  entitled,  as 
an  alternative,  to  sue  for  damages 
for  the  breach  ;  see  note  (y). 


(.'■)  Above,  p.  9o<S. 

(//)  Ik&t  V.  Ilaiiiand,  12  Ch.  D. 
1,  i2  ;  and  consider  ^e  Scott  and 
Alvarez's  Contract,  1895,  2  Ch. 
603;  above,  pp.  165— 168;  and 
consider  Rosenberg  v.  Cuok,  8 
Q.  B.  D.  162  ;  above,  p.  144. 

(c)  Above,  pp.  32,  64,  69,  70, 
165 — 168,  and  note  [ij),  above. 

(c/)  See  above,  p.  743. 

(6)  Jeakes  v.  White,  6  Ex.  873, 
881;  diss.  Martin,  B.  Note  that 
this  opinion  was  a  dictum  only, 
not  necessary  for  the  decision  in 
the  case. 
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would  force  an  unwilling'  })urclia«er  to  accept  (c).  But 
against  this  it  has  been  decided  that,  according  to  the 
true  construction  of  the  contract  in  a  Court  of  law,  the 
vendor  is  only  obliged  to  prove  such  a  title  as  a  Court 
of  law  shall  consider  to  be  good ;  and  that,  where  the 
title  depends  on  a  doubtful  point  of  law,  the  Court  will 
decide  the  question  and  pronounce  definitely  whether 
the  title  is  such  as  should  be  accepted  or  not,  without 
regard  to  the  doctrine  of  equity  concerning  doubtful 
titles  {(/).  The  weight  of  authority  is  in  favour  of  the 
latter  conclusion  {<■).  But  where  the  vendor  is  claiming 
damages  under  the  contract,  the  ojua  lies  on  him  of 
proving  his  title  (,/')  ;  and,  as  we  have  seen  (g),  if  his 
title  depend  on  proof  of  a  fact,  the  purchaser  is  not 
bound  at  law  to  accept  it,  unless  the  vendor  can  prove 
the  fact  to  be  reasonably  certain.  If  a  vendor  should 
have  expressly  contracted  to  show  a  good  iiiarlictahlc 
title,  it  is  thought  that  he  could  not  recover  damages 
for  the  purchaser's  refusal  to  accept  the  title  in  case  it 
Avere  too  doubtful  for  a  Com't  of  Equity  to  force  upou 
an  unwilling  purchaser  (//). 

Here  it  may  be  useful  to  give  a  brief  analysis  of  the  Defences  to  an 

defences  which  may  be  made  to  an  action  for  damag-es  '^'''^^°"  ^^^v 
•J  o        damages  for 

for  breach  of   a  contract   to  sell  land.      It  should  be  breach  of  the 
premised  that  the  oiiks  lies  on  the  plaintiff  of  proving 
the  formation  of  the  contract  (/),  his  own  fulfilment  of 

(e)  Above,  p.  435.  Austen,  3  E.  &  E.  685. 

\d)  Boijinan  v.   Gittch,  7  Bing.  [e)  See  SiiiiDioiis  v.  Heseltine,  5 

379.    But  it  should  be  noted  that,  C.   B.  N.  S.   554,  569,  pointing 

as  a  vendor  is  bound  to  show  a  out  thati?oyOTff«  v.  Gutch  -^as  not 

good  title  in  equity  as  well  as  at  cited  in  Jeakcs  v.  Wh'itr  ;  Htevcns 

law  (above,  pp.  130,  135),  it  was  v,  Austen,  3  E,  &  E.  685,  700  ; 

considered,    after    some    conflict  cases  cited  above,  pp.  165 — 168  ; 

of  opinion,  that  an  equitable  in-  Sug.  V.  &  P.  400  ;  2  Dart,  V.  & 

cumbrance    might   form   a  good  P.  976,  5th  ed. 

ground  of  objection  to  a  title  in  (^)  Above,  p.  938. 

a  Court  of  law,  even   before  the  ,"  ,    . ,                „„„ 

Judicature  Acts  or  the  Common  '■  '              >  P-    •    • 

Law  Procedure  Act,  1854  ;  Sug.  (''')  See  above,  p.  435. 

V.    &  P.    400,    401  ;    Stevens   v.  (i)  Above,  pp.  1  sq. 
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1 .  Denial  of 
the  formation 
of  the 
contract. 


2.  Denial  of 
its  enforce- 
ability. 
',].  Denial  of 
its  validity. 


Mistake 
avoiding  the 
contract. 


any  condition  precedent  to  the  defendant's  liability  (J), 
and  tlie  defendant's  breacli  of  tlie  agreement  (/i).  The 
defendant  may  set  up  as  a  defence  (1)  a  denial  of  the 
formation  of  the  contract,  or  (2)  a  denial  of  its  enforce- 
ability, or  (8)  a  denial  of  its  validity,  or  (4)  an  assertion 
of  his  discharge  from  the  obligation  of  the  contract,  or 

(5)  a  denial  of  the  plaintiff's  performance  of  all 
conditions   precedent   to   the    defendant's   liabilitj',    or 

(6)  a  denial  of  the  alleged  breach.  Denial  of  the 
formation  of  the  contract  is  illustrated  where  the 
plaintiff  asserts  and  the  defendant  denies  that  some 
letters  which  have  passed  between  them  amount  to  a 
binding  agreement  of  sale  (/)  ;  or  where  the  defendant 
denies  that  some  third  person,  with  whom  the  plaintiff 
has  contracted  or  who  has  signed  the  memorandum  of 
contract,  was  his  agent  having  his  authority  to  bind 
him  (;>?).  The  defence  that  the  alleged  contract  is  not 
enforceable  is  raised  by  a  plea  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds  {n),  or  of  any  Statute  of  Limitation  (o).  If  the 
defendant  must  admit  the  formation,  or  apparent  for- 
mation (p),  of  the  contract,  and  cannot  take  the  above- 
mentioned  objections  to  its  enforceability,  he  may 
attack  the  validity  of  the  contract,  and  may  maintain 
either  that  it  is  void  ab  initio  or  that  it  is  voidable  at  his 
option  and  he  has  elected  to  avoid  it.  The  contention 
that  the  contract  is  altogether  void  is  illustrated  where 
the  defendant  says  that,  owing  to  a  mistake  which  he  is 
not  estopped  from  asserting,  there  was  no  true  consent, 
and,  therefore,  no  real  agreement,  between  the  plaintiff 
and  himself  (q)  ;  also  where  it  is  asserted  that  there  has 
been  a  mistake,  common  to  both  parties,  as  to  some 
fact,  which    is    a  condition   precedent   to    their  agree- 


(/)  Above,  pp.  93G— 938. 

(k)  Above,  pp.  933—935. 

(l)  Above,  pp.  5—17. 

(m)  Above,  pp.  9,  18,  andn.  (.s), 
19,  and  n.  (v),  672,  and  n.  ( p)  ; 
below,  pp.  976  ■'■'/. 


(«)  Stat.  29  Car.  II.  c.  3,  s.  4  ; 
above,  pp.  3,  9. 

('-)  Above,  pp.  943—945. 
(p)  Above,  jjp.  666  sq. 
(y)  Above,  pp.  667—680. 
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ment  (>•)  ;  and  whoro  it  is  pleaded  tliat  tlio  contract  is 
void  for  illegality  (.s).     The  defence  that  the  agreement 
was  voidable  at  the  defendant's  option,  and  that    he 
chooses  to  avoid  it,  ocenrs  where  he  resists  the  enforce- 
ment of  the  contract  on  the  ground  of  misrepresentation, 
whether  fraudulent  or  innocent,  duress,  or  undue  in- 
fluence (/)  ;  in  most  cases  where  he  pleads  some  legal 
incapacity  (ii)  ;    and   where   he    sets   up    some   relative 
equitable  disability  in  bar  of  the  plaintiff's  claim  {x). 
The   plea    of    discharge    from    the    obligation    of    the  4.  DisoLmge 
contract  has  been  considered  in  the  preceding  chapter  {//) .  contract 
The  objection,  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  fulfilled  some  5.  Denial  of 
condition   precedent    to    the    defendant's   liability,    is  performai 
illustrated  where  the  vendor  sues  for  non-acceptance  of  of  some 
the  title  and  the  defendant  denies  that  a  good  title  has  precedent. 
been  shown  (~)  ;  or  where  the  purchaser  sues  for  refusal 
to  convey  and  the  vendor  denies  that  the  plaintiff  was 
ready  to  pay  the  jirice  (a)  ;  also  where  the  contract  was 
made  subject  to  some  condition  precedent,  which  has  not 
been  performed  (/*).     A  denial   of   the    alleged   breach  <3.  Denial  of 
occui's  where  the    defendant    admits  the  contract  and 
does  not  charge  the  plaintiff  with  any  default  in  its 
performance,  but  disputes  the  facts  alleged  to  constitute 
his  own  breach  of  the  agreement.     Under  the  present 
practice  any  defences  which  may  be  taken  to  an  action 
may  be  raised  in  the  alternative,  notwithstanding  that 
one    ground    of    defence    may    be    inconsistent   with 
another  {<■) . 

AVhen  judgment  has  Ijeen  obtained  by  or  against  the  Vendor's  po>.i- 

tion  after 

(r)  Above,  p.  69.3.  D.  2.")1,  2.5.5  ;  Haivkcdcj  v.  Bnid- 

(.s)  Above,  p.  770  av^.  .v/i«(r,  ,5  Q.  B.  D.  302  ;  T.mdcn  v. 

\t)  Above,  pp.  722  *(/.  Carte,    19  Ch.   D.   311,    31";    lie 

{>()  Above,  pp.  784  sq.  Morguu,  35  Cli.  D.  492,  499,  .500. 

(.»■)  Above,  pp.  874  .V7.  As    to    the    manner    of    raising- 

(y)  Above,  pp.  907  sq.  defences  under  the  present  prac- 

(1-)  Above,  pp.  .509,  936—938.  ticc,   see  E.  S.  C.   1883,   Orders 

f«)Above,pp.o09,726,937,938.  XVIIIa.  rr.  3,  .5,  XIX.,  XXT, 

(//)  Above,  p.  913.  XXVITL.     XXX.,     and     notes 

((j  Bi'idan  v,  Grcniicooil,  3  Ex,  thereto  in  the  Annual  Practice. 
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ju.lgment  for  voiicTor  for  damages  for  breacli  of  the  contract,  his 
ov'i^^afnst"^'  ohlig-ation  to  convey  the  land  sold  to  the  purchaser  is 
tim-  merged  and  extinguished  in  the  jndgment  (c/)-     He  is 

therefore  restored  to  liis  former  position  of  full  owner 
of  the  land,  and  may  thenceforth  freely  deal  with  it  as 
his  own.  And  it  is  thought  that,  on  any  subsequent 
sale  of  the  land,  a  purchaser  having  notice  of  the  prior 
contract  (r)  may  safely  accept  the  title,  if  otherwise 
good,  on  receiving  proof  of  the  judgment  (/).  But 
the  vendor  suing  or  sued  for  damages  for  breach  of  his 
contract  to  sell  land  cannot  safely  make  any  disposition 
thereof  contrary  to  the  agreement  until  judgment  has 
been  recovered,  for  nntil  then  the  purchaser  is  not 
estopped  from  suing  for  the  specific  performance  of  the 
contract  {(j).  But  we  have  seen  {Ji)  that  the  vendor  may 
lawfully  exercise  his  powers  of  disposition  where  the 
piu'chaser  has  committed  such  a  breach  of  the  contract 
as  unquestionably  discharges  him  from  his  obligation 
thereunder,  and  he  elects  to  rescind  and  not  to  affirm 
the  contract. 

Position  of  the       In  connection  with  the  liability  of  the  parties  to  a 

onSgnS'the  Contract  for  the  sale  of  land  to  be  sued  at  law  for  breach 

memorandum   of  the  agreement,  it  will  be  convenient  to  explain  the 

°     '         position  of  the  persons   interested  where  one  of    the 

signatories  to  the  memorandum  of  contract  professes  or 

is  alleged  to  have  signed  as  agent  for  a  named  or  for 

an  undisclosed  principal  (/').     As  a  general  rule,  only 

the  persons  named  in  an  agreement  as  the  contracting 

parties  or  their  representatives  in  law  or  their  assigns 

can  sue  thereon  ;  and  the  parties  alone,  or  their  legal 

representatives,  can  be  sued  thereon  at  law  (/.•).     But  an 

exception  occurs  in  the  case  of  principals,  who  may  sue 

(0)  Above,  p.  943.  pp.  969  sq. 

(e)  Above,  pp.  49(),  956,  957.  (//)  Above,  pp.  955  —  957. 

(/)   Above,  pp.  120,  121.  (i)   See  above,  pp.  3,  9. 

(</)   Consider   llipyravn  v.    Case,  {k)   Above,  pp.  461  s*/.,  473.  475, 

28  Ch.  D.  358  ;   Curnwall  v.  Hen-  477,  490,  501 ;  Wms.  Pars.  Prop. 

hon,    1900,    2    Ch.    298;    above,  174,  15th  ed. 
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or  be  sued  on  contracts  made  hy  their  agents,  with  their 
authority,  notwithstanding-  that  they  were  not  named 
as  parties  to  the  agreement  (/).  A  contract  entered  into 
for  the  sale  of  land  by  one  who  afterwards  professes  or 
is  alleged  to  have  been  acting  as  agent  for  some  par- 
ticular principal  may  have  been  made  in  an}'  of  the 
following  states  of  fact :  — (1)  The  agency  may  have  been 
disclosed  and  the  principal  named  in  the  memorandura. 
(2)  The  agency  may  have  been  disclosed  in  the  memo- 
randum, but  the  principal  may  not  have  been  named 
therein.  (3)  Neither  the  agency  nor  the  name  of  the 
principal  may  have  been  disclosed  in  the  memorandum, 
the  agent  contracting  ostensibly  on  his  own  account. 

Now  in  all  cases  where,  at  the  time  of  entering  into  Where  one 

,         ,  1        L        •  1  J.1     J-    4.1         i-1         contracts  witli 

a  contract,  one  contractor  is  made  aware  tnat  the  otiier  another 
party  is  contracting  with  liim    as  agent   for   a    third  professedly 
person  named  as  prmcipal,  and  the  principal  has  autho-  agent  for  a 
rised  or  ratifies  the  ao-ent's  act,  the  principal  is  iust  as  particular 

o  .  principal,  the 

much  a  party  to  the  agreement  as  if  he  had  contracted  liabUity  of  the 
in  person  ;  and  (subject  to  the  effect  oE  the  rules  of  a^l^itisdeter- 
evidence  where  the  contract  is  put  into  writing)  it  is  a  niined  by  the 

„,.  .  PI  •  Til  1    P'li'ties  inten- 

question  of  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  be  gathered  tion. 
from  the  terms  of  the  contract  and  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,  what  liabilities  the  principal  and  his  agent 
are  to  incur  to  the  opposite  party  {in) .  Thus,  the 
parties  may  by  their  agreement  determine  that  either 
the  principal  or  the  agent  shall  be  exclusively  liable,  or 
that  they  shall  both  be  liable  either  severally  or  jointh% 
or  jointly  and  severally,  and  that  their  liability  shall  bo 
alternative  or  cumulative.  And  the  rights  of  the  prin- 
cipal and  the  agent  to  enforce  the  contract  are  in 
general    correlative   to    their  respective    liabilities  (//). 

{!)   Thomson  v.  Davenport,  9  B.  6  0.  P.  486. 

&  C.    78;   2   Smith,    L.    C.    379,  («)   Calder  v.   Bobell,   L.    R.    6 

llthed.  C.    P.    486,    493,    494;    Elbingrr 

(ni)   Thomson  v.  Davenport,  9  B.  Actten-GeseUschaft  v.  (Jlaije,  L.  R. 

&  0,  78  ;    Calder  v.  Dohell,  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  313,  317. 
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Subject  to  the  principle  that  the  rights  and  liabilities  of 
any  parties  to  a  contract  are  determined  by  their  inten- 
tion expressed  or  to  be  implied  therein,  and  in  the 
absence  of  any  indication  of  a  contrary  intention,  the 
rights  and  obligations  of  the  persons  interested  will  be 
ascertained  by  the  following  general  rules  : — 

Where  the  lu  case  (1),  where  in  the  memorandum  the  principal 

namccrin  the    i*  named  and  the  agent  purports  to  contract  on  his 
mcmoraudura.  Ijehalf,  the  principal,  if   he   previously  authorised    or 
subsequently  ratified  (a)  the  agent's  act,  has  the  right 
to  enforce  and"  is  liable  to  perform  the  agreement,  to 
the  exclusion  of  the  agent,  who,  as  a  rule,  acquires  no 
rights  against  {j>)  and  incurs  no  liability  to  the  other 
Contract  made  p^i'ty  to  the  memorandum  (7).     If,  however,  the  con- 
by  deed.  tract  were  made  by  deed,  then,  according  to  the  coinmon 
law  rule  that  the  parties  only  to  an  indenture  can  sue 
or  be  sued  thereon,  the  agent  alone  is  liable  and  he  can 
sue  Tipon  the  agreement  (r).     But  it  appears  that  under 
the  present  law  the  principal  being  named  in  though 
not  made  a  party  to  the  deed  might  enforce  the  agree- 
ment in  so  far  as  it  were  a  covenant  respecting  any 
tenements  or  hereditaments  (-s)  ;    or  he  might  enforce 
the  contract   under   the   equitable   jurisdiction  of   the 
Court,  if  the  provisions  of  the  deed  were  such  as  to 
constitute  him   a  ccsfnl-qxc-trud  of  the  benefit  of  the 
Foreign           agreement  (/).     Again,  the  established  usage  of  mer- 

priucipal. 

[v)  Bolton  Failners  v.  Lamhi'it,  v.  IIoii(/hlo)i,  1  Ex.  D.  oo7. 
41  Ch.  D.  295  (on  which  case  see  (/•)  Appleton  v.  Binks,  6  East, 

the  note  in  Fry,  Sp.  Perf.  711,  148:     Southampton   v.    Broun,    6 

3rd    ed.)  :    Itr   I'oriugiiese    Copper  B.  &  C.  71<S:   Bickhuni  v.  Brah., 

Iliiies,   Ld.,   45  Ch.  D.   IG  ;    lir  9  M.  k  W.  79,  85,  11  ]\I.  &  W. 

'I'iedcmann  and  Ledcriiiann,  1899,  ol5,  317. 
2  Q.  B.  66.  (s)  Stat.   S   &    9    Viet.  c.   100, 

(ji,  B'ickerton  v.  Burrell,  5  M.  s.  o,  applying- to  deeds  executed 

&  S.  3S3;  Rayner  v.  Grote,  15  M.  after  the  1st  Oct.  1845. 
&  W.  359,  365.  (0  Hook  v.  Kinnear,  3  Swanst. 

iq)  Consider  Bounman  v.   jni-  417,  n.  :    Gregory  v.    JFillunns,   3 

Hams,  7  Q.  B.  103,  111 ;  Zeicls  v.  Mer.  682,  590  ;   Tour/ie  v.  Jfetro- 

Nichohon,  18  Q.  B.  503  ;  Fairlv'  poUtan,  &;c.  Co.,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  671  ; 

V.  Fmtjn,  L.  1{.  5  Ex.  109;  Gadd  Be   Empress    Bngineering    Co.,    16 
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chants  is  that,  in  the  ahsonce  of  express  stipuhition  to 

the  contrary,  an  agent  acting  for  a  foreign  principal 

has  no  authority  to  pledge  his  principal's  credit ;    and 

on  contracts  affected  by  this  usage  the  agent  is  alone 

liable  or  entitled  to  sue(;0,  in  fhe  absence  of  stipulation 

to  the  contrary  (./).     And  where  at  the  time  of  entering  Where  the 

into  the  agreement  the  principal  was  not  in  existence  or  noUn^e^xiV^^ 

had  not  the  legal  capacity  to  make  the  contract,  the  tence,  or  was 

/    \  •  1  p    i.1  •      1      i.  incapable  oi 

agent  is  liable  thereon  (//).     An  example  ot  this  last  contracting, 
doctrine  occurs  in  the  case  of  contracts  purporting  to  be  Contracts  by 

,,iiPP  ii    company- 

made  by  an   agent   on   behalf  ot  a  company  not  yet  promoters. 

formed.     Here  the  agent  is  liable  upon  the  contract  (//), 

and  the  company  cannot  afterwards  ratify  the  agent's 

act,  as  such  ;  though  it  may,  of  course,  enter  into  a 

new  agreement  with  the  other  contracting  party  to  the 

same  effect  (c/).     If  an  agent  contract  on  behalf  of  a  Where  the 
.      -,  H    •       .1  1  1  11  agent  con- 

principal  named  m  the  memorandum  when  he  has  no  tj-^cts  without 

authority  to  make  the  contract,  and  the  principal  decline  ^^^^J'^J^^^^^  '^ 

to  ratify  it,  then  neither  the  principal  nor  tlie  agent  {h) 

is  liable  upon  or  can  enforce  the  contract ;  but  the  other 

party  can  sue  the  agent  upon  an  implied  warranty  of 


Ch.    D.    12o,     129  ;     Lloyd's    v.  Railway  Construction  Facilities 

Harper,     16    Ch.     D.     290  ;     lie  Act,    1864    (stat.   27   &   28   Vict. 

FlavcU,  25  Ch.  D.  89  :  see  Gandij  c.    121),    s.    30,    in  the    case   of 

V.  Gandij,  30  Ch.  D.  57.  companies  incorporated  by  certi- 

(«)  Armstrong  v.  Stohes,  L.  R.  ficate  under  that   Act,  contracts 

7  Q.  B.  598,  605 ;  TJhingrr  Acfien-  relative  to  the  purchase  or  taking 

GcselUchaft    v.    Claijc,     L.    R.    8  of    lands   for   the   railway,    and 

Q.   B.   313;     lliitton    v.    Bidhcli,  entered    into    by   the   promoters 

ib.   331,  affirmed,  L.  R.  9  Q.  B.  before  the  incorporation   of   the 

572.  company  by  the  certificate,  shall 

(.r)   Gadd  v.  HoKghton,  1  Ex.  D.  be  as  binding  on  the  company  as 

35  7  _  '  if  they  had  been  entered  into  by 

(y)  Kehwr  v.   Baxter,   L.  R.   2  the  company.    Upon  the  question 

C.    P.    174:    Seott  \.   Ebnry,   ib.  whether  in  any  other  case  a  con- 

255,  267.  tract  made  by  a  promoter  before 

(a)  Kehwr  v.  Baxter,  ubi  sup.  ;  the  company's  incorporation  can 

Be  Sniprefis   Engineering    Co.,    16  be   specifically   enforced   against 

Ch.  D.   125  ;    Se  Nortiriimherland  the  company,   see   Shreirsbiiry  v. 

Avenue  Hotel  Co.,  33  Ch.  D.  16  ;  Xorth  Stafo'rdshire  By.  Co.,  L.  R. 

Bagot,i-e.  Co.  v.  Clipper,  .{e.   Co.,  1    Eq.    593,    613    *v/.  ;    Fry,    Sp. 

1902,  1  Ch.  146  ;  JSatal  Land,  ijr.  Perf.  §§  247—255,  3rd  ed. 
Co.  V.  Paulini  Colliery  Syndicate,  {l>)   Leuis  y.  Xic/iolson,  IS  Q..  B. 


1904,   A.    C.    120,    126.     By  the 
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Where  tLe 
ao^encY  is 
disclosed,  but 
Dot  the  prin- 
cipal's name. 


The  agent's 
position. 


his  authority  to  make  the  contract  (c),  or  if  the  agent 
fraudulent  I;/  misrepresented  that  he  had  such  authority, 
in  an  action  of  deceit  (c/). 

In  case  ("i),  where  in  the  memorandum  the  agent 
professes  to  contract  as  an  agent  for  some  person 
interested  as  principal,  hut  without  disclosing  the  i)rin- 
cipal's  name,  the  principal,  if  he  had  authorised  tlie 
contract,  may  declare  himself  and  enforce  the  contract ; 
he  may  also  be  sued  on  the  contract  hy  the  other  party, 
if  the  other  can  prove  that  he  authorised  the  agree- 
ment (^).  And  if  when  the  contract  was  made  the 
agent  was  assuming  to  act,  though  without  authority, 
for  some  principal  then  in  existence  and  capable  of 
being  ascertained,  such  principal  may  afterwards  ratify 
the  contract  and  sue  or  be  sued  thereon.  It  is  thought, 
however,  that  if  the  agent  in  making  the  contract  had 
no  principal  for  whom  he  assumed  to  act,  but  entered 
into  the  agreement  in  the  hope  that  he  might  after- 
wards find  some  person  willing  to  adopt  it,  the  agent's 
act  cannot  afterwards  be  ratified  by  any  person  as 
principal  (,/').  The  agent's  rights  and  liabilities  in  the 
case  which  we  are  considering  depend  on  the  intention 
of  the  parties  as  expressed  in  the  memorandum  of 
contract  (ry) .     And  it  appears  that  if  the  terms  of  the 


(f)  Collen  V.  WrigJd,  8  E.  &  B. 
647  ;  Firhunk's  Executors  v.  Htnii- 
phrn/s.  1 8  Q.  B.  D.  54,  62  ;  StarJcey 
V.  BmkofEiifiJand,  1903,  AC.  114  ; 
above,  p.  755.  But  the  agent  is 
not  liable  on  a  warranty  of  autho- 
rity where  the  other  party  was 
aware  that  the  agent  had  no 
authority  to  bind  the  principal, 
and  accepted  the  agreement  for 
what  it  was  worth  subject  to  the 
chunce  of  the  principal  being  in- 
duced to  ratify  it ;  llalhot  v.  Litis, 
1901,  1  Ch.  344.  As  to  the 
measure  of  damages,  where  the 
agent  is  so  liable,  see  G'odain  v. 
Francis,   L.  R.  5  C.  V.  295  ;  lie 


Xdtmuil  Coffee  Palace  Co.,  24  Ch. 
D.  367. 

{d)  FoUiillv.  Walter,  3  B.  &  Ad. 
114  ;  Randell  v.  Trhm»,  18  C.  B. 
786  ;  see  above,  pp.  739 — 742. 

{e)  Thomsu)!  V.  F)avei>porf,  9  B. 
&  C.  78. 

(/)  Consider  Hagedvrn  v.  Oliver- 
son,  2  M.  >)c  S.  485  ;  Foster  v. 
Bates,  12  M.  &  W.  226 ;  Watson  v. 
Sn-ann,  11  C.  B.  N.  S.  756 ;  Lijell 
v.  Kennedij,  14  App.  Cas.  437, 
456;  Kei'qhley  v.  Durant,  1901, 
A.  C.  240,  251,  254,  255  ;  Boston 
Fruit  Co.  v.  Britisli,  &;€.  Insce.  Co., 
1905,  1  K.  B.  637. 

(/7)  Above,  p.  977. 
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memoraiiduni  import  no  more  tlian  a  statement  of  the 
fact,  that  the  agent  is  the  ag'cnt  of  some  person  not 
named,  he  is  prin/d  facie  liable  npon  and  can  enforce 
the  agreement ;  for  it  will  not  be  presumed  that  the 
other  contractor  gave  credit  to  the  unknown  principal 
exclusively  in  exoneration  of  the  known  agent  (//). 
And  if  on  the  face  of  the  memorandum  the  agent  be 
liable,  he  is  not  at  liberty  to  prove  by  parol  evidence 
that  the  other  contractor  was  aware  of  the  principal's 
name  and  gave  credit  to  the  principal  in  exoneration  of 
the  agent  (/').  But  if  the  true  construction  of  the 
memorandum  be  that  the  agent  contracts  only  on 
behalf  of  the  undisclosed  principal  and  not  on  his  own 
account,  he  can  neither  sue  nor  be  sued  on  the  agree- 
ment (/.•)  ;  unless  in  truth  he  were  acting  on  his  own 
account  and  were  himself  the  principal  in  making  the 
contract.  In  this  event  he  is  at  liberty  to  repudiate 
his  character  of  agent  and  adopt  the  agreement  as  his 
own  (/)  ;  and  he  may  be  sued  thereon  by  the  other 
party,  if  the  other  can  prove  that  he  was  the  real 
principal  {m).  If  the  contract  purport  to  be  made  on 
behalf  of  some  undisclosed  principal,  so  as  to  exclude 
the  agent's  liability  thereon,  and  in  making  the  contract 
the  agent  were  acting  without  the  authority  of  the 
person  for  whom  he  assumed  to  act,  or  without  any 
principal  at  all,  and  were  not  himself  the  real  principal, 
it  appears  that  he  would  be  liable  to  the  other  con- 
tractor under  the  doctrine  of  implied  warranty  of 
authority ;  for  he  professed  to  contract  on  behalf  of 
some  particular  principal,  although  he  did  not  name 


[},)   Lnuiard  v.  Bobinso),  o  E.  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  486,  493,  495  ;  see 

&  B.  12'5  ;  Hough  v.  M<ni:/nios,  4  al)Ove,  p.  698. 

Ex.    D.    104,    106;    Boweii,    J.,  (/,■)   Southwell    v.     Boicditch,     1 

Irvine  v.   Watson,  5  Q.  B.  D.  102,  C.  P.  D.  374  ;   Gadd  v.  Houghton, 

107  ;  Hutchcson\.  Eaton,  13  Q.  B.  1  Ex.  D.  357. 

D.  861,  865,  868.  (0  Schmaltz  v.  Avcrtj,  16  Q.  B. 

(/)  HhiginsY.  Senior,  ^'hl.&.^i.  ^^5. 

834  ;  Wiiles,  J.,  Calder  v.  DobcU,  (m)   Carr  v.  Jackson,  7  Ex.  382. 
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Lira  (ii).  And  if  in  siicli  case  the  agent  both  falsely 
and  fraKdifh'itf I//  represented  that  he  had  the  authority 
of  some  person  unnamed  to  make  the  contract,  he  would 
be  liable  in  an  action  of  deceit  (nii). 


Where  the 
memorandum 
neither  dis- 
closes any 
priocipal's 
name  nor  the 
fact  of  agency. 


Contract 
inconsistent 
^^•ith  the 
existence  of 
an  undisclosed 
principal. 

Representa- 
tion by  the 


In  case  (3),  where  a  person,  who  afterwards  professes 
or  is  alleged  to  be  an  agent,  ostensibly  contracted  on  his 
own  account,  and  the  memorandum  contains  no  reference 
to  any  other  person  as  principal  or  to  the  fact  of  the 
contractor's  agency,  he  is  liable  upon  and  can  enforce 
the  contract ;  and  he  is  not  at  liberty  to  prove  by  parol 
evidence,  so  as  to  avoid  his  liability  on  the  contract, 
that  he  was  in  truth  acting  as  agent  for  some  principal, 
and  that  it  was  agreed  that  the  principal,  and  not  the 
agent,  should  undertake  the  burthen  of  the  contract  (o). 
Nor  can  the  other  contractor  put  in  such  parol  evidence 
to  bar  the  agent's  right  to  sue  upon  the  contract  (^j). 
But  if  the  one  contractor  did  in  fact  make  the  contract 
as  agent  for  some  principal  who  had  authorised  him  to 
make  it,  the  principal  may,  as  a  rule,  sue  {q)  or  be 
sued  (/•)  on  the  contract,  and  the  facts  necessary  to 
establish  his  right  or  liability  may  be  proved  by  parol 
evidence.  For  such  evidence  does  not  contradict  or  alter 
the  written  agreement,  but  merely  adds  something  to 
it  («).  If,  however,  the  terms  of  the  contract  were 
inconsistent  witli  the  existence  of  any  undisclosed  prin- 
cipal, as  where  an  agent  employed  to  sell  land  contracts 
in  words,  which  represent  him  to  be  the  owner  of  it,  the 
principal  can  have  no  right  or  liability  imder  the  agree- 
ment (if) .     And  if  the  principal  by  words  or  conduct 


in)  Sec  cases  cited  above, 
p.  980,  n.  '/)  ;  and  Chcn-ij  v. 
Colonial Baulc  of  Aiistral(i!si<(,  L.  R. 
3  P.  C.  24,  3]. 

(««)  Above,  p.  980. 

(o)  Above,  p.  981,  n.  (O- 

{p)  Iliffffins  V.  Senior,  8  M.  & 
W.  834,  844. 

(q)  Baleninn  v.  r/ii/Ups,  15 
East,  272 ;   Garrett  v.  Handle!/,  4 


B.  &C.  6C4. 

(r)  rater.wn  v.  Gandancqm,  15 
East,  62. 

(.s)  Iligcjins  v.  Senior,  8  ]M.  & 
W.  834,  844  ;  Beckham  v.  Drake, 
9  M.  &  W.  79,  11  ib.  315,  317; 
(■alder  v.  Bohell,  L.  R.  6  C.  P. 
486  ;  see  above,  p.  699,  n.  (.•*). 

{t)  Humhlev.  Hnnter,  12  Q.  B. 
310. 
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represented  to  the  other  contractor  that  the  agent  was  principal  that 

,,.  .  ....  ,,  •      •      ^     llio  asr'jut  is  a 

contracting  or  was  in  a  position  to  contract  as  principal,  pvinci^jal. 

he  is  estopped  from  alleging  that   the  agreement  was 

made  hy  the  agent  on  his  behalf  (ii).     Where  the  con-  Cuntractmade 

tract  was  made  under  seal,  the  principal  cannot  he  sued    ^ 

thereon;    nor  can   he    sue    to    enforce  it  (.r) ,  except  as 

ce.stui-quc-iri(st   in   the    agent's   name  (//),     If  the  un-  Principal 

disclosed  principal  claim  to  enforce  the  contract,  he  can  eJ^^|^ieJ,  ° 

only  do  so  subiect  to  all  equities  existing  between  the  exi.-tiug 

1  ^  ;        /  \        1        •      ii         c         between  the 

agent   and   the    other   contractor  (;:)  ;    he  is  theretore  a'jent  and 

liable,  if  he  sue  upon  the  contract,  to  be  met  with  any  ^qJ^^^^p^qj. 
defence    (such   as   a   set-off)  which   would   have  been 
available   in  an  action  brought  by  the  agent  {a).     It 
has  been  held,  however,  that  this  right  of  the  other  con- 
tractor, to  be  placed  in  the  same  position  as  if  he  were 
being  sued  by  the  agent,  depends  on  his  having  been 
induced  to  believe  that  the  agent  was  acting  on  his  own 
account ;  and  if  he  did  not  enter  into  the  agreement  in 
the  positive  belief  that  the  agent  was  contracting  as 
principal,  lie  cannot  set  up  as  a  defence  to  an  action, 
brought  by  the  principal  on  the  contract,  any  set-off  or 
other    claim    available    against    the    agent    alone  [h) . 
Where  a  contract  is  made  by  an  agent  on  behalf  and  by  Alternative 
the  authority  of  an  undisclosed  principal,  and  the  agent  prj^clpVor 
as  well  as  the  principal  is  liable   on  the  contract  (<"),  agent, 
their  liability  is,  as  a  rule,  alternative  (d)  ;  and  it  is  in 


(«)  Ferrand  v.  Blachojfsltcini,  4  5S9;   Expte.  Dixon,  4  Ch.  D.  133; 

C.  B.  N.  S.  710,  717  ;  Ramazutti  Jfoiitaffu  v.  FoncooJ,  1893,  2  Q.  B. 

V.  Boxvring,  7  C.  B.  N.  S.  851.  350. 

(.r)  Above,  p.  9T8.  ifi)   Cooke  v.   Ushelbi/,    12   App. 

(?/)    See    MoUdt    v.    Robinsoji,  Cas.  271.     But  if  the  other  con- 

L.  R.  7  C.  P.  84,  119;  Armstrong  tractor  did  enter  into  the  agree- 

V.    Stokes,  Li.   R.    7    Q.   B.    598,  ment  in  this  belief,  he  will  not 

605;  above,  p.  978.  be  dei3i'ived  of  thi-s  right  by  the 

(z)    Parke,     B.,     Beckham     v.  mere  fact  that  he  had  the  means 

Drake,  9  M.  &  W.  79,  98.  of  knowing  that  the  agent  was 

(a)   George  v.  Clagett,   7   T.  R.  acting  for  some  principal ;  i^o)T/(?.s 

359  ;    Sims  v.  Bond,  6  B.  &   Ad.  v.  Imperial  Ottoman  Bank,  L.  R. 

389,    393  ;    Merg   v.    Boicden,    8  9  C.  P.  38. 

Ex.  852,  859  ;  Willes,  J.,  Dresser  (e)  Above,  pp.  977,  982. 

V.  Xoricood,  14  C.  B.  N.  S.  574,  [d]  See  above,  p.  977. 
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Where  one 
contracts 
ostensibly  on 
his  own 
account  and 
■without 
authority  to 
contract  on 
behalf  of 
some  princi- 
pal, the  act 
cannot  be 
ratified  by 
any  person  as 
principal. 


the  election  of  the  other  contractor,  after  discovering  the 
principal,  to   sue  either  the  principal  or  the  agent  in 
respect  of  the  agreement.     But  election  to  charge  the 
principal  on  the  contract  must  he  made  within  a  reason- 
able time  after  his   discovery  (e).     This  election  once 
made  is  irrevocable  (/),  but  it  is  not  in  general  finally 
signified  until  the  one  or  the  other  of  them  has  been 
sued   to   judgment  (r/).     If,   however,   the   other   con- 
tractor have  by  words  or  conduct  induced  the  principal 
to  believe  that  he  has  given  credit  to  the  agent   ex- 
clusively for  the  performance  of  the  contract,  and  the 
principal  have  acted  on  this  belief  by  settling  with  the 
ao-ent   in    respect    thereof,    or    otherwise   altering  his 
position,  the  other  contractor  is  estopped  from  suing 
the  principal  on  the  agreement  (A).     And  if  the  other 
contractor  sue  the  principal  on  the  contract,  the  prin- 
cipal cannot  plead  in  defence  that  he  put  the  agent  in 
funds   or   otherwise   provided  him  with  the  means  of 
performing  the   contract,  unless   the   other   contractor 
had    by   words   or   conduct   induced   the   principal   to 
believe  that  he  had  settled  with  the  agent  in  respect  of 
the    agreement  (/) .      Where    a    man    has    contracted 
ostensibly  on  his  own  account,  not  assuming  to  act  as 
agent  for  any  principal,  and  had  no  authority  from  any 
principal  to  make  the  contract,  another  person  cannot 
afterwards  ratify  the  agreement  as  principal,  so  as  to 
become  entitled  to  enforce  or  liable  to  perform  it ;  and 
the  alleged  agent  alone  can  sue  or  be  sued  thereon  (/■). 

In  every  ease  in  which  a  contractor  seeks  to  enforce 


{(■)  Smethurst  v.  MitchcU,  1  E. 
&  E.  622. 

(/)  Cf.  above,  pp.  745,  89G. 

{(j)  Friesthj  v.  Fernie,  3  H. 
&  C.  977  ;  Caldcr  v.  Dobdl,  L.  R. 
6  C.  P.  48G,  499  ;  Curtis  v. 
Williamson,  L  R.  10  Q.  B.  57  ; 
Morel  V.  jrestnwrlaiid,  1904,  A.  C. 
11;  above,  pp.  943.  969,  970. 


(/,)  Wi/att  V.  Hertford,  3  East, 
147  ;  Horsfall  v.  Fainitleroy,  10 
B.  &  C.  755  ;  above,  p.  983, 
n.  {.). 

{i)  Healdx.  Iu/ncorf?i!/,  10  Ex. 
739,  74  5  ;  Irriiie  v.  If'aison,  5 
Q.  B.  D.  411 ;  Biirlson  v.  Donald- 
son, 9  Q.  B.  D.  623. 

{/:)  Kc'u/hlr^i  V.  Dimint,  1901, 
A.  C.  240. 


OF  THE  iiKMi:Dii:s  roii  injEAcn  of  the  contract.  9^5 

an  agreement,  made  with  him  by  an  agent,  against  the  Contractor 

,..,,,  T   .  1  •         j-1       seeking  to 

agent  s  principal,  whether  named  m  or  upon  making  tlie  eharge  prin- 
contract  or  not,  the  onus  lies  on  him  of  proving  that  the  p^P|'^^g'!f^^J  j^^ 
principal  authorised  or  ratified  the  agent's  act  (/) .     And  authorised  or 
the  principal  is  not  liable  upon  any  contract  made  by  ]^gl-^^l^^  act. 
his  agent  without  his  authority  {m),  unless  he  choose  to 
ratify  the  agent's  act,  if  it  be  capable  of  ratification  (//), 
or  represented  to  the  other  contractor  that  the  agent  was 
authorised  to  act  on  his  behalf  (o) .    On  the  latter  ground, 
whore  an  agent  is  invested  by  his  principal  with  an 
apparent  or  ostensible  authority,  the  principal  is  bound 
hy   the    agent's    acts   done   within   the    scope    of   that 
authority,  notwithstanding  that  he  may  have  secretly 
limited  (y;)   or  revoked  it{q).     On  this  principle  also, 
where  an  agent's  authority  is  revoked  by  law,  as  in  case 
of   the   principal's   banki'uptcy  [r)    or  insanity  (s),   the 
principal  or  his  estate  is  liable  on  contracts  subsequently 
made  by  the  agent  with  a  contractor,  who  had  no  notice 
of  the  revocation  of  the  authority.     But  this  rule  has 
not  been  applied  in  the  case  of  revocation  by  the  prin- 
cipal's death  (/).     Where  an  agent  contracts  on  behalf  Agent  con- 

1    •         ■  ^  -      J.^       1.  £   tractmg 

of  his  principal,  and  the  contract  is  withm  tlie  terms  o±  within  his 

authority  but 

{I)  Ahove,  pp.  977,  978,   980,  Montalgnac    v.   Sliitta,    15   App. 

982 ;   Godivin  v.  Brind,   L.   R.  5  Cas.  357  ;  Brockleshy  v.  Tempcr- 

C.  P.  299,  n.  ;   llamer  v.   Sharp,  ancc,  S;c.  Bdg.  Socij.,  1895,  A.   C. 

L.  R.  19  Eq.  108  ;  liosnihaum  v.  173. 

Bclson,   1900,   2    Ch.    267,    268  ;  (,/)   Trueman   v.   Loder,    11    A. 

Hamhro  v.  Bimiand,  1903,  2  K.  B.  &  E.  589. 
399,  reversed,  1904,  2  KB    10  (A  Expic.     JIcDoiuuU,     Buck, 

(;«)  Above,  pp.  979,  981,  984 ;  .^  >  ^^^^,^^       649. 
and  previous  note.  ,  ^    -r,  a-         a  n,    -r>    n 

(«)  Above,  pp.  978,  980,  984.  ^  (*)  ^''^'^  ^-  ^^'[""'  ^  ^-  ^-  ^• 

(o)  iir/«v  y.IIumhlc,  16  East,  C61  ;  above,  p.  649. 
169,   174;   and   see   Wms.   Pers.  [l)  Blades  v.  Free,  9  B.   &  C. 

Prop.  409,    15th  od.  ;   and  cases  167;  Smoat  v.  Ilbert/,  IQM.  &W. 

cited  in  the  two  next  notes.  1,   11  ;    above,    p.  649;    but  sec 

(p)  lEaddick    v.    3['irshaU,     16  per  Brett,  L.  J.,  Drew  v.  Xiinn, 

C.  B.  N.  S,  387,  17  C.  B.  N.  S.  4  Q.    B.   D.   661,   668.     In  this 

829  ;  Edmunds  v.  BnshcU,  L.   R.  case  the  agent  would,  it  seems, 

1    Q.   B.   97  ;    National  Bolivian,  be   liable   under  the  doctrine    of 

S;c.    Co.   V.    Wilson,   5  App.   Cas.  implied   warranty  of  authority; 

176,   209  ;     JTatteau   v.    Fenicick,  Halbot  v.  Lens,  1901,  1  Ch.  344, 

1893,    1    Q.    B.    346  ;    and    see  349 ;  above,  p.  979. 
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ia  his  own 
advantao-e. 


a  written  authority  giveu  to  him,  tlie  principal  is  liable 
on  the  agreement,  notwithstanding  that  in  making  the 
contract  the  agent  was  really  acting  for  his  own  advan- 
tage and  not  in  f m^therance  of  his  principal's  interest ; 
and  this  is  equally  the  case,  although  the  other  contractor 
did  not  inquire  as  to  or  ask  for  the  production  of  the 
agent's  authority  {u). 


Authority  of         Here  it  may  be  noted  that  if  an  owner  of  laud  instruct 
an  estate  estate  affcnt  to  place  it  on  his  books  and  to  find  a 

agent  to  make  o  i 

a  contract        purchaser  for  him,  that  does  not  authorise  the  agent  to 

enter  into  an  open  contract  for  sale  of  the  land,   or 

indeed  to  make  any  firm  contract  for  sale  binding  the 

principal  (.r) .     But  definite  instructions  to  sell  the  land 

authorise  the  estate  agent  to  sign,  on  tlie  principal's 

behalf,  a  momorandum  of  an  open  contract  for  sale  (y). 

Tablic  servant  A  Servant  of  the  Crown  is  not  personally  liable  upon 
fo?thTusf  of  contracts  made  by  him,  even  by  deed  (z),  for  the  use  or 
government,  qu  accouut  of  the  government  (r/) .  He  cannot  there- 
fore be  made  liable  in  respect  of  any  sucli  contract 
under  the  doctrine  of  implied  warranty  of  authority  {h). 
If  however  the  contract  were  made  in  his  own  name 
and  were  put  in  writing  without  any  reference  in  the 
memorandum  to  the  fact  of  his  agency  for  government, 
he  could  not  adduce  parol  evidence  of  the  fact  in  order 
to  escape  liability  (c). 


{ic)  JTamhro  v.  Burnand,  1904, 
2  K.  B.  10;  cf.  above,  pp.  711, 
8G1. 

{x)  Ilamer  v.  Sharp,  L.  R.  19 
Eq.  108  ;  see  also  Saunders  v. 
Dcncc,  52  L.  T.  644,  G46  ;  Chad- 
burn  V.  Moore,  61  L.  J.  Ch.  674. 

(v)  Jiosenbaum  v.  Belson,  1900, 
2  Ch.  267. 

{z)   Unnin  v.  Woheley,  1  T.  R. 


674  ;  Allen  v.  fValdegrare,  8 
Taunt.  506,  574  ;  cf.  aboTe, 
p.  97S. 

[a)  Machcath  v.  Jlaldimand,  1 
T.  R.  172  ;  Gidlci/  v.  Palmerston, 
3  Brod.  &  Bing.  275 ;  Palmer  v. 
Ilutchinao)!,  6  App.  Cas.  619. 

[b)  Bunn  v.  Macdonald,  1897, 
1  Q.  B.  401,  555. 

[c)  Above,  p.  982. 
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§  3. — Of  Specific  Performance. 

As  lias  been  already  mentioned  [d),  eitlier  party  to  a 
sale  of   land   may  elect  to  sue  for  an  order  that  the 
contract  be  specifically  performed ;  and  this  is  the  most 
effective  way  of  enforcing  the  agreement.     In  a  work 
like  the  present  it  would  be  out  of  place  to  attempt  any 
general  account  of  the  law  of  specific  performance ;  for 
this  the  reader  is  referred  to  Sir  Edward  Fry's  well- 
known  treatise.     "We  are  here  concerned  only  with  the 
subject  of  specific  performance  as  relating  to  contracts 
for  the  sale  of  land ;  and  the  writer  can  hardly  do  more  Differenncs 
than  point  out  the  differences,  which  exist  between  the  i-jt-htTto 
riffht  to  recover  damages  at  law  for  breach  of  the  con-  damages  and 
tract  and  the  right  to  obtain  an  order  for  its  specific  performance, 
performance. 

In  the  first  place,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  to  The  remedy 
decree  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract  is  entirely  eqnitnhic. 
of  equitable  origin  {e)  ;  and  the  nature  of  the  remedy  is 
fundamentally  different  from  that  of  the  right  of  action 
at  law  (,/■).  The  legal  remedy  is  to  recover  compensa- 
tion from  the  party  who  does  not  carry  out  the  agree- 
ment; so  that  a  breach  of  the  contract  is  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  right  to  sue  {g) .  In  the  equitable  pro- 
ceeding it  is  pronounced  that  the  contract  ought  to  be 
and  shall  be  carried  out  as  intended  {h).  A  breach  of 
the  contract  is  therefore  not  nccessarih/  a  condition 
precedent  to  obtaining  this  relief,  though  it  is  usually 
requisite  to  induce  the  Court  to  interfere  (/).  Then  the 
remedy  in  question  is  not  attendant  upon  every  kind  of 
contract  (Jc) ;  but  it  has  always  been  considered  as  un- 

[d)  Above,  pp.    31,    946,    947,  (/')  Seton  on  Judgments,  2206, 

969.  Gth  ed. 

W  See  Wms  Real  Prop.   161,  .^  ^^              g^^^ 

162,  and  n.  (f),  19th  ed.  ^  '               '  ^ 

(/)  Fry,  Sp.  Perf.  §  3,  3rd  ed.  (Jc)  Fry,  Sp.  Perf.   v^^  61—89, 

(V)  Above,  pp.  933— 93o,  946.  3rd  ed. 

21  (2) 
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Lies  in  the 
judicial  dis- 
cretion of  the 
Court. 
Court  may 
have  regard 
to  considera- 
tions not 
attended  to 
at  law. 


questionably  appropriate  to  contracts  for  the  sale  or 
leasing-  (/)  of  land  {in)  ;  for  the  damages  recoverable  at 
law  for  breach  of  such  contracts  {jt)  are  not  in  general 
an  adequate  compensation  to  the  party  injured  (o). 
Next,  it  lies  in  the  judicial  discretion  of  the  Court  to 
grant  or  to  withhold  the  relief  in  question ;  though  in 
unobjectionable  cases  it  will  be  accorded  as  a  matter  of 
course  (^j).  And  the  Court,  in  exercising  this  discre- 
tion, may  have  regard  to  considerations,  which  do  not 
affect  the  right  to  enforce  the  contract  at  law,  and 
especially  to  the  parties'  conduct  {q) .  It  follows  that 
the  remedy  in  question  is  not  necessarily  to  be  obtained 
on  mere  proof  of  the  facts  that  an  unimpeachable  con- 
tract was  concluded  and  was  broken  ;  facts  which  would 
establish  the  right  to  recover  damages  (>•)  ;  for  there  are 
several  defences  to  an  action  for  specific  performance 
which  are  not  available  in  an  action  on  the  contract 
at  law. 


In  some  cases 
specific  per- 
formance may 
be  obtained, 
"where  there  is 
no  right  to 
damages. 


Conversely,  there  are  some  cases  in  which  the  remedy 
by  specific  performance  is  available  to  a  contractor  who 
has  no  right  to  recover  damages  for  breach  of  the  con- 
tract (.s).  Thus  we  have  seen  that  a  parol  contract 
partly  performed  may  be  ordered  to  be  carried  out 
specifically,  although  it  would  be  unenforceable  at 
law  {f).  So,  if  the  vendor  had  made  an  insubstantial 
error  in  the  description  of  the  property  sold,  the  result- 
ing deficiency  of  area  or  estate  would  preclude  him  from 
enforcing  the  contract  at  law  ;  but  he  might,  neverthe- 


(/)  See  above,  p.  78,  n.  (/:). 

(m)  Buxton  v.  Lister,  3  Atk. 
383,  384. 

(«)  Above,  pp.  958  nq. 

(o)  Harnett  v.  Yielding,  2  Sch. 
&  Lef.  549,  5.53;  Kenneyv.  Wex- 
ham,  6  Madd.  355,  357  ;  Adderloj 
v.  Dixon,  1  S.  &  S.  G07,  010; 
Falckex.  Gray,  4  Drew.  651,  657  ; 
Hexter  v.  Tearcc,  1900,  ICh.  341, 
346;  Fry,   Sp.   Perf.   ^   62,    72, 


3rd  ed. 

{p)  Above,  p.  31  ;  Hexter  v. 
Fcarce,  1900,  1  Ch.  341,  346  ; 
Ittidd  V.  Laseelles,  ib.  815,  817. 

[ri)  Above,  pp.  31,  32,  157— 
160,  165  —  168,  685,  693,  694, 
n.  {u),  695,  n.  \z),  743. 

(r)  Above,  pp.  933—935,  946, 
973—975. 

(.s)  Above,  p.  946. 

(0  Above,  p.  11,  n.  (i). 
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less,  obtain  an  order  for  its  specific  performance  with 
compensation  (/I-).  And  before  the  Judicature  Acts, 
when  the  rule  as  to  time  not  being  essential  applied 
in  equity  only,  a  contractor,  who  was  out  of  time  with 
his  own  performance  of  the  contract,  and  therefore  pre- 
cluded at  law  from  enforcing  the  other  party's  obliga- 
tion, might  still  succeed  as  plaintiff  in  equity  in  enforcing 
the  specific  performance  of  the  contract  {r).  These 
cases,  however,  are  exceptional.  As  a  general  rule,  a 
jilaintiff  suing  for  the  specific  performance  of  an  agree- 
ment to  sell  land  must  prove  that  there  is  an  unimpeach- 
able contract  {>c)  existing  between  himself  and  the 
defendant,  and  that  the  defendant  has  failed  or  refuses 
to  carry  it  out  (.r).  It  follows  that  any  defence  which 
could  be  set  up  in  bar  of  an  action  upon  the  contract  at 
law  {//) ,  will  in  general  defeat  an  application  for  its 
specific  performance.  Thus  proof  that  no  contract  was  Denial  uf 
ever  concluded  as  alleged  is,  of  course,  a  good  defence  of  ttxe^™'^  ^^^ 
to  an  action  for  specific  performance  (~).     As  to  deny-  contract. 

(ii)  Above,   pp.    3G,    634,  G3o,  precedent  that  the  price  shall  be 

G79,  680.  so  fixed,  and  the  coiulifion  is  such 

[v)  Above,    pp.  47  —  49,   50G —  that    from    its  very  nature   the 

508,  726,  973— i*7o.  Court  cannot  enforce  its  specific 

{w)  Above,  pp.  1,  2,  66.5,  784.  performance;  see  above,  p.  913, 

r  -1    Ah     p         04r  below,  p.  991,  n.  {ii).     It  should 

^  '  >  P-         •  ijg  noted  that  if  the  Court  con- 

[y)  Above,  pp.  973—97.5.  gider  that  the  stipulation  as  to 

[z)  See  above,  pp.  5 — 17;  Fry,  the  manner  of   ascertaining  the 

Sp.    Perf.    §   277,    3rd   ed.     And  price  is  not  e.ssential,   and  that 

note  that  the  defence  mentioned  the  real  agreement  is  to  sell  at 

by  Sir  E.  Fry  of  the  incomplete-  the   fair   value,   it  will   direct   a 

ness  of  the  contract  really  amounts  reference  to  ascertain  the  price; 

to  a  denial  either  of  the  forma-  Milnes  v.  Gery,  14  Ves.  400,  407 ; 

tion  or  of  the  enforceability  of  the  Gregory  v.  Mighcll,  18  Ves.  328, 

contract:  Fry,   Sp.  Perf.    §§  337  333;   Gnurlay  v.  Somerset,  19  Ves. 

45'.,3rded.     It  is  true  that  under  429,431;  above,  p.  51.     Andthe 

this  head  (§§  3.55  sq.)  the  learned  Court  has  arrived  at  this  result 

author  discusses  the    case   of    a  where  the  main  contract  has  been 

contract  to  sell  at  a  price  to  be  to  buy  some  land  at  a  fixed  price, 

fixed   by    some    valuer,   or    two  and  there  has  been  a  subsidiary 

valuers  or  their  vimpire  ;  when  as  agreement  to  purchase  fixtures  at 

a  rule  the  contract  is  not  enforce-  a  valuation  ;  Jackson  v.   Jackson, 

able  unless  the  price  has  first  been  1   Sm.    &   G.    184;  cf.  Darbey  v. 

so  fixed  ;  above,  pp.  50,  51.     But  Whitakcr,  4  Drew.  134;  and  see 

in  this  case  the  contract  to  sell  is  Richardson  v.  Smith,  L.  R.  5  Ch. 

made   subject    to   the    condition  648,  652,  654. 
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Denial  of  its 

enforce- 

abOitv. 


Deuial  of  its 
A-aliditv. 


Discharge 
from  the 
contract. 


ing  that  the  contract  is  enforceable,  a  plea  of  the  Statute 
of  Frauds  will  he  perfectly  effectual  in  the  case  of  an 
oral  contract  [a) ,  except  on  a  sale  by  the  Court,  or  unless 
replied  to  by  proof  of  fraud  or  part  performance  (b). 
Lapse  of  time  as  a  bar  to  enforcing  the  specific  perform- 
ance of  contracts  is,  however,  governed  by  the  rules  of 
equity  respecting  laches,  and  not  by  the  Statutes  of 
Limitation  (c).  The  same  objections  may  be  taken  to 
the  validity  of  the  contract  in  an  action  for  its  specific 
performance  as  are  available  to  repel  a  claim  for  damages 
for  its  breach  (d).  Thus  the  Court  will  not  specifically 
enforce  a  contract  void  ah  Initio  for  mistake  {e)  or  ille- 
gality (/),  or  rendered  unlawful  by  some  event  which 
has  occurred  since  its  formation  (.9) .  And  where  a 
contract  has  been  formed  which  is  voidable  for  mis- 
representation, whether  fraudulent  or  innocent  {h),  or 
for  duress  or  undue  influence  (/),  and  the  injured  party 
elects  to  avoid  it,  that  will  prevent  the  other  from 
enforcing  its  specific  performance  (/r).  And  any  legal 
incapacity  (/),  or  relative  equitable  disability  {m),  which 
goes  to  make  a  contract  void  or  voidable,  may  be  set  up 
against  a  claim  for  its  specific  performance.  Discharge 
from  the  obligation  of  the  contract  is  in  general  an 
equally  good  defence  {n)  ;  but  we  have  seen  that  in  the 
case  of  a  discharge  by  bankruptcy  from  the  legal  obliga- 
tion of  the  contract,  the  equitable  liability  to  perform 
it  specifically  may  remain  unimpaired  (0) .  So  also  it  is 
in  general  a  good  defence  that  the  plaintiff  has  not 


(rt)  Seagood  v.  Miale,  Prec.  Ch. 
.560;  above,  pp.  3—9;  Fry,  Sp. 
Perf.  §§  498.S/7.,  Srdcd. 

{h)  Above,  pp.  9—1 1,988;  Fry, 
Sp.  Perf.  §§  361  nq.,  3rd  ed. 

(c)  Above,  p.  946;  Fry,  Sp. 
Perf.  ^  1071  «?.,  3rded. 

[d)  Above,  p.  974. 

{e)  Above,  pp.  689,  695. 
(/)  Above,  p.  777  ;   Fry,  Sp. 
Perf.  §^  4c~7  sq.,  3rd  ed. 

(q)  Above,   p.   782 ;    Fry,    Sp. 


Perf.  ^  477,  3rd  ed. 

{h)  Above,  pp.  728,  730  .v.^. 

(i)  Above,  pp.  756  nq. 

(/.■)  Fry,  Sp.  Perf.  §§  1020, 
1059,  3rded. 

(/)  Above,  pp.  784  sq. ;  Fry, 
Sp.  Perf.  §^  270  sq.,  487  sq., 
3rd  ed. 

{ni)  Above,  pp.  874  sq. 

{)/)  Above,  pp.  907  sq.,  975. 

(v)  Above,  pp.  478,  4  79,  483, 
921,  922,  942. 
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performed  some  condition  precedent  to  the  defendant's 
liability  under  the  agreement  {p)  ;  but,  as  we  have 
seen,  to  bar  tlie  plaintiff's  claim  to  enforce  the  contract 
specifically,  it  is  not  enough  to  prove  his  non-perform- 
ance of  some  stipulation  which  is  essential  at  law — it 
must  be  shown  that  the  stipulation  broken  is  such  as  a 
Court  of  Equifij  considers  to  be  essential  [q).  As  regards  Deni;tl  of  tLo 
the  defence  of  a  denial  of  the  facts  alleged  to  constitute  ^'"cach. 
a  breach  of  the  contract  (r),  it  has  been  explained  that 
proof  that  no  breach  of  contract  has  occurred  does  not 
appear  to  displace  the  Court's  jdriadiction  to  decree 
specific  performance,  but  is  in  general  a  good  ground 
for  asking  the  Court  not  to  exercise  it,  or  at  least  to 
make  the  plaintiff  pay  the  costs  {n). 

"VVe  will  now  consider  what  defences  may  be  set  up  Defences  to  a 
against  a  claim  for  specific  performance  of  the  agreement  sp^™fi(."l,i.. 
which  would  not  be  available  to  bar  an  action  for  breach  formance 

of  the  contract  at  law.  not  be  avail- 

able at  law. 

We  must  first  notice  the  defence  that  the  contract  is  Defence  that 
not  of  that  kind  which  the  Court  will  order  to  be  no^'urisdic-^*' 
specifically  performed  (^) — in  other  words,  that  the  t'o^i  to  S'l'ant 
Court  has  no  jurisdiction  so  to  enforce  it  {u).     We  have  formance. 

[2A  Above,    p.   975;  Fry,   Sp.  judgment;   (0)  tluit  the  enforced 

Perf.  ^  922  sq.,  3rd  ed.  performance  of  the  contract  would 

[q)  Above,  pp.  988,  989  ;  Fry,  be  worse  than  its  non-perform- 

Sp.  Perf.  ^^  50,  51,  3rd  ed.  auce  ;  and  (6)  that  the  agreement, 

(r)  Above,  pp.  933,  975.  though  made  by  deed,  is  volun- 

(«)  Above,  pp.  946,  987.  tary.     On  the  Urit  ground,   the 

{t)  See  Fry,  Sp.  Perf.  Chap.  11.  Court    declined    to    assume    the 

\\  47  sq.,  3rd  ed.  jurisdiction  in  tlie  case  of  ordi- 

{a)  The    following     are     the  nary  mercantile  contracts  for  the 

grounds  on  which  the  Court  has  sale  of  goods,  or  contracts  for  the 

refused  to  assume  jurisdiction  so  sale   of   Government  stock :   but 

to  interfere  :  (1)  that  the  common  jurisdiction  to  order  the  specific 

lawremedyexists  and  is  adequate;  performance  of  a  sale  of   goods 

(2)  that  the  contract  is  from  its  was  conferred    by   the    Sale    of 

nature  such  as  the  Court  cannot  Goods  Act,    1893  (stat.   56  &  57 

perform;    (3)   that  it   would   be  Vict.  c.  71),  s.  52.     The  second 

useless  to  enforce  specific  perf orm-  ground  appears   to   comprehend 

ance ;  (4)  that  the  Court  would  the  case  of  a  sale  of  land  at  a 

be   unable   to    enforce    its    own  price  to  be  named  by  a   single 
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Contract  for 
sale  of  land 
comprising  a 
stipulation 
not  specifi- 
callv  enforce- 
able. 


As  a  rule  the 
Court  will 
not  order 
specific  per- 
formance 
unless  the 
entire  con- 
tract can  be 
so  enforced. 


seen  (.r)  that  this  plea  is  inapplicable  to  a  simple  sale  {//) 
of  land.  But  an  agreement  partly  in  the  nature  of  a 
sale  of  land  may  contain  some  stipulation  which  by 
itself  alone  the  Court  will  not  enforce  specifically,  as  an 
agreement  of  personal  service  or  employment  {z),  or  to 
build  (r/),  or  to  repair  (h),  or  to  do  continuous  acts,  as  to 
work  mines  (c)  ;  and  it  must  be  considered  how  far  this 
defence  is  available  where  an  agreement  of  this  kind  is 
incorporated  in  a  sale  of  land. 

As  a  rule,  where  some  stipulation  which  the  Court 
cannot  specifically  enforce  forms  an  integral  part  of  an 
executory  {(I)  contract,  the  Court  will  not  decree  specific 
performance  of  the  rest  of  the  agreement ;  for  unless 
the  Court  can  so  enforce  the  entire  contract,  it  will 
not  grant  this  relief  (c).     And  this  is  equally  the  case 


valuer  or  two  valuers  or  their 
umpire;  above,  pp.  50,  51,  913, 
989,  n.  (r).  The  fourth  ground  is 
the  reason  alleged  for  the  rule  that 
the  Court  wiirnot  specifically  en- 
force a  building  or  repairing  con- 
tractor a  contract  to  do  continuous 
acts,  as  to  work  mines.  On  the 
fifth  ground  the  Court  will  not 
order  specific  performance  of  a 
positive  contract  of  service  or  em- 
13loyment.  See  Fry,  Sp.  Perf. 
§§  47  sq.,  3rd  ed.  Sir  Edward 
Fry  also  mentions  among  the 
limits  of  the  jvu-isdiction  the  cases 
where  the  plaintiff  has  elected  to 
pursue  some  other  remedy  (see 
above,  pp.  969—971),  and  where 
the  jurisdiction  has  been  taken 
away  by  statute ;  but  these  arc 
not  grounds  on  which  the  Court 
has  never  assumed  the  jurisdic- 
tion ;  they  are  reasons  why  an 
assumed  jurisdiction  should  not 
be  exercised. 

(./;)  Above,  pp.  987,  988. 

(i/)  Above,  pp.  1,  277,  369, 
n.  (i). 

(s)  TicJcerinff  v.  Bishop  of  Ely, 
2  Y.  &  C.  C.  C.  249,  2G7,  208; 
Stockfr  V.  Brockelhauk,  3  Mac.  & 
Gr.  2-50,  2G6  ;  Johnson  v,  Shreics- 


hnrij,  Sic.  El/.  Co.,  3  De  G.  M.  & 
G.  914;  JFhitwood  Chemical  Co. 
V.  Ilardman,  1891,  2  Ch.  416,  426, 
432  ;  Fry,  Sp.  Perf.  §§  110—115, 
3rd  cd. 

{a)  Kay  v.  Johnson,  2  H.  &  M. 
1 18,  124  ;  lii/an  v.  Mutual  Ton(ij/e, 
<^r.  Assn.,  1893,  1  Ch.  116,  128; 
irolverliampton  Corpn.  v.  Emmons, 
1901,  1  K.  B.  515,  523,  524  ; 
Fry,  Sp.  Perf.  §  98,  3rd  ed. 

(i)  EVmt  V.  Brandon,  8  Ves. 
159  ;  Paxton  v.  Nacton,  2  Sm.  & 
G.  437,  440. 

((•)  Booth  V.  Bollard,  4  Y.  &  C. 
Ex.  61  ;  Bollard  v.  Clayton,  1  K.  & 
J.  462  ;  Blacketty.  Bates,  L.  R.  1 
Ch.  117;  Powell,  #f.  Co.  v.  Taff 
Vale  By.  Co.,  L.  R.  9  Ch.  331; 
Fry,  Sp.  Perf.  §  99,  3rd  ed. 

((/)  This  rule  has  no  applica- 
tion where  an  injunction  is  sought 
to  restrain  a  breach  of  some  stipu- 
lation contained  in  an  executed 
contract;  Wolverhampton,  S;c.  By. 
Co.  V.  London  and  North  Western 
By.  Co.,  L.  R.  16  Eq.  433,  439; 
Fry,  Sp.  Perf.  ^\  841—844,  3rd  ed. 

{e)  Gcrvais  v.  Edwards,  2  Dr.  «fc 
War.  80 ;  Nickels  v.  Hancock,  7 
De  G.  M.  &  G.  300,  327  ;  Stocker 
V.   Wedderhurn,  3  K.   &  J.   393; 
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whether   the   stipulation   is   to   bo   performed   hy   the 
plaintiff    or   the    defendant;  for   though   the   plaintiff 
might  submit  to  perform  it,  the  Court  could  not  enforce 
it  specificall}^  if  he  failed  to  observe  his  submission  (/). 
Thus,  if  part  of  the  consideration  for  a  contract  to  convey 
land  be  an  agreement  of  personal  service  or  employ- 
ment, or  to  do  continuous  acts,  as  to  work  mines,  the 
Court  will  not  order  tlie  contract  to  be  specifically  per- 
formed (//).     If,  however,  a  contract  contain  an  agree-  where  the 
ment  to  sell  land,  together  Avith  other  stipulations,  and  jf  P3''^!;^,^^J?e 
be  made  in  such  terms  that  the  contract  for  the  sale  of  from  the  rest 
the  land  is  complete  in  itself  and  severable  from  the  ^^.^^j.^ 
rest  of  the  agreement,  the  sale  alone  may  be  specifically 
enforced  (//).     In  such  cases  the  question,  whether  the 
sale  is  complete  in  itself  and  severable  from  the  rest  of 
the  agreement,  is,  of  course,  a  question  of  the  parties' 
intention,  to  be  gathered  from  the  terms  of  the  agree- 
ment (//).     And  where  the  stipulation  really  is,  not  that  Where  the 
the  contractor  shall  do  acts  which  the  Court  would  not  to^covenant " 
enforce  specifically,  but  that  he  shall  covenant  to  do  to  cio  some 
such  acts,  the  rule  does  not  apply,  as  the  Court  will 
oblige  him  to  execute  a  deed  of  covenant  (/).     Where  Where  the 
the  stipulation  is  for  the  plaintiff's  benefit,  so  that  he  forThe^pkiu- 
might  have  waived  it  and  then  enforced  the  contract  tiff's  benefit, 
specifically  (/.•),  and  it  is  not  performed  owing  to  the  performed 
defendant's  default,  the  Court  may,  since  Lord  Cairns'  ^'jj^ant^s^ 
Act  (/),  order  specific  performance  of  the  rest  of  the  default. 

Ogden  v.  Fossicl;  4  De  G.  F.  &  J.  669,  672,  673. 

426  ;  Merchants'    Tradwg    Co.    v.  (y)  Above,  p.  922. 

Bamicr,  L.    R.    12    Eq.    18,    23;  (A)   Croomc  y.  Lcdiard,  2'Kj.  &i 

Fry,  Sp.  Perf.  §§   821,  830— 835,  K.   251  ;  liichardsoH  v.  Smith,  L. 

3rd  ed.  R.    5  Ch.   648;   Odessa  Tramways 

(/)    Stocher    v.      Wedderhiirn  ;  Co.  v.  J/<'«*'?,  8  Ch.  D.  235  ;  Fry, 

Ogdcn  v.  Fossick,  ubi  sup. ;  Fry,  Sp.  Perf.  §§  822. 

Sp.  Perf.  §   834,  3rd  ed.     But  if  (0   Granville  v.  Belts,   18  L.  J. 

the  stipulation  is  to  be  performed  N.    S.    Gh.    32  ;    Wilson   t.    IFcst 

by   the   defendant,   the   pilaiutifE  Hartlepool  Ry.  Co.,  2  De  G.  J.  & 

may  waive  its  peiformance,  and  S.  475,  488,  495. 

so  obtain  an  order  for  the  specific  (Z)  Above,  n.  (/). 

performance  of   the   rest   of    the  {l)  Stat.   21    &   22  Vict.  c.  27, 

contract ;  Soames  v.  Edge,  John.  which  gave  to  the  Court  of  Chan- 


994 


OF  THE  KEMEDIES  FOR  liREAClI  OE  THE  C'ONTKACT. 


Conditions  in 
whii-h  a 
builJiuii"  con- 
tract will  be 
specifically 
enforced. 


contract,  and  give  damages  for  breacli  of  the  stipula- 
tion {in).  The  rule  regarding  building  contracts  {ii)  is 
subject  to  the  exception  that  the  Court  will  specifically 
enforce  an  agreement  to  erect  buildings  or  execute 
other  works  on  land  wliere  these  conditions  are  satisfied: 
(1)  that  the  works  to  be  carried  out  be  sufficiently 
ascertained ;  (2)  that  the  plaintifi's  interest  in  their 
completion  be  such  that  damages  would  be  no  adequate 
compensation  for  non-performance  of  the  agreement ; 
and  (3)  that  the  defendant  be  in  possession  of  the  land 
on  which  the  v\'orks  are  to  be  done  (o).  If,  therefore,  a 
stipulation  be  made  on  the  sale  of  land  that  the  pur- 
chaser shall  erect  a  house  or  other  buildings,  or  make  a 
road,  on  the  land  sold  (p),  and  the  land  be  conveyed 
or  possession  thereof  be  given  to  him  pursuant  to  the 
contract,  the  agreement  to  build  may  be  specifically 
enforced  against  him,  provided  it  be  sufficiently  certain 
and  the  vendor's  interest  in  its  performance  would  not 
be  adequately  satisfied  by  payment  of  damages  (q). 
This  would  be  the  case  wliere  the  sale  was  made  in 
consideration  of  a  rentcharge  to  be  reserved  to  the 
vendor  (>•),  or  where  he  would  have  an  interest  in  the 


eery  jurisdiction  to  award  damages 
in  addition  to  or  substitution  for 
specific  performance  ;  see  Lcircrs 
V.  S/Kifird'ur;/,  L.  R.  2  Eq.  270. 
This  Act  was  repealed  by  stat. 
46  &  47  Vict.  c.  49,  but  saving 
the  jurisdiction  thereby  estab- 
lished; see  Sai/ers  v.  Collijer,  28 
Ch.  D.  103,  107,  108. 

('«)  Soanics  v.  Utlr/e,  John.  669 
Scnmida  v.  Laivford,  4  Gift'.  42 
Kayv.  Johmon,  2  H.  &  M.  118 
MiddletoH  v.  G rem  wood,  2  De  G 
J.  &  S.  142 ;  London  Corpn.  v 
Sotithgate,  38  L.  J.  Ch.  141  ;  Fry, 
Sp.  Perf.  §§  849,  850,  3rd  ed. 

{n)  Above,  p.  992. 

(o)  If'olrcrhanipton  Corpn.  v. 
Emmons,  1901,  1  K.  B.  515,  r)25, 
ndoptinf^  the  rule  stated  in  Fry, 
Sp.  Perf.  §   103,  p.   40,  3rd  ed., 


and  based  on  Storer  v.  Great 
Western  Itij.  Co.,  2  Y.  &  C.  C.  C. 
48  ;  Sanderson  v.  Cockermouth,  &;c. 
Jii/.  Co.,  11  Beav.  497;  Zi/ttonv. 
Great  Northern  Ey.  Co.,  2  K.  &  J. 
394  ;  Wilson  v.  Furness  Ry.  Co., 
L.  E.  9  Eq.  28. 

(;;)  Above,  pp.  427,  596. 

(q)  See  Mo&ehj  v.  Virgin,  3 
Ves.  184,  186  ;  ^Wilson  v.  North- 
ampton,  &;c.  Ey.  Co.,  L.  R.  9  Ch. 
279. 

(r)  Above,  pp.  595,  596 ;  con- 
sider Mosely  V.  Virgin,  3  Ves. 
184,  wliere,  however,  specific  per- 
formance was  refused  on  the 
ground  of  uncertainty  ;  Soames  v. 
Edge,  John.  669 ;  London  Corpn. 
x.'Souihgate,  38  L.  J.  Ch.  141; 
Cubitt  v.  Snntk,  10  Jur.  N.  S. 
1123. 
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use  or  maintenance  of  tlie  buildings,  works,  or  road, 
either  by  way  of  reservation  or  as  an  adjoining  land- 
owner, or  as  one  of  the  public  (.s).  On  the  same  prin- 
ciple, where  it  is  part  of  an  agreement  to  sell  land  that 
the  vendor  shall  execute  works  on  adjoining  land  of  his 
own,  the  agreement  may  be  specifically  enforced  against 
him  (/).  It  may  be  observed  that  the  exception  thus 
established  seems  to  do  away  with  the  alleged  ground 
of  the  rule  (n)  as  to  the  non-enforcement  of  building 
contracts,  viz.,  that  the  Court  could  not  carry  out  its 
judgment  (x)  ;  and  there  is  some  authority  to  the  effect 
that  the  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  order  specific  perform- 
ance of  a  building  contract  if  sufficiently  certain  (//), 
But  in  the  latest  case  upon  the  subject  the  rule  was 
affirmed  by  the  Court  of  Appeal,  and  the  exception 
defined  as  above  stated  (z). 

It  may  be  observed  that  the  Court  does  not  consider  Agreemeut  to 
an  agreement  to  pay  a  fixed  sum,  in  ease  of  a  breach  of  ^^^  ^ 

o  i    ./  ->  sum  as  a 

contract  {a) ,    whether   as   a   penalty   or   as    liquidated  penalty  ov  as 

damages,  to  be  a  good  ground  for  ousting  its  jurisdic-  damages  for 
tion  to  enforce  specific  performance  (i).     To  effect  this  breach  of 

^  ^  ^  '  contract, 

it  is  necessary  that  the  agreement  shall  really  be  to  do 

some  act  or  else  to  pay  a  sum  of  money  instead,  so  that 

it  shall  be  in  the  election  of  the  contractor  to  pay  the 


(*)  Price  V.  Penzance  Curpii.,  4  on  adjoining  land  of  the  vendor. 

Hare,    506  ;    and   cases   cited  in  It  is  submitted,  however,  that  in 

n.  (o),  above.  this   case  damages  vpould    have 

{t)  Consider  ireJh  v.  Maxwell,  been  an   adequate  compensation 

32  Beav.  408,  9  Jar.  N.  S.  565,  to  the  vendor,  who,  on  receiving 

1021.  the  cost  of  the  works,  might  have 

(«)  Above,  p.  992,  n.  {it).  executed  them  on  his  own  land 

\x)  See  Collins,  L.  J.,   ITulrcr-  without  any  loss  to  himself . 

hampion  C'urpn.  v.  EiiDiwits,  1901,  {z)    Wolrerliampton     Corpn.     v. 

1  Q.  B.  515,  524.  Emmons,  1901,  1  K.  B.  51o. 

{ij)    Moscli)  V.    Virgin,    3  Ves.  («)  Wms.    Pers.     Prop.     186, 

184,  185  ;  Hepburn  v.  Leather,  50  15th  ed. 

L.   T.    G60.     In   the   latter   case  [h)  Iloivard  v.  Ilopl-yns,  2  Atk. 

Bacon,    V.-C,    decreed    sj'sci^"  "^^^  !   French  v.  Macale,   2   Dr.   & 

performance  of  a  covenant  by  a  War.  269,  274  sq.  ;  Coles  v.  Sims, 

purchaser  contained  in  the  con-  5  De  G.  M.  &  G.  1,  11  :  Jlirdv. 

veyance  to  him  to  erect  buildings  Lake,  1  H.  &  M.  111. 
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Defences  not 
available  at 
law. 


Uncertainty 
of  the  con- 
tract. 


money  as  a  performance  of  tlie  contract,  and  not  as  a 
penalty  or  as  damages  for  its  non-performance  (c). 

Apart  from  the  question  of  the  existence  of  the  juris- 
diction to  grant  specific  performance  (rf),  the  defences, 
not  availahle  at  law,  to  a  claim  for  specific  j)erformance 
appear  to  be  these : — (1)  The  uncertainty  of  the  con- 
tract ;  (2)  unfairness,  including  innocent  misrepresenta- 
tion not  amounting  to  a  cause  for  rescinding  the  contract ; 
(8)  hardship ;  (4)  mistake ;  (5)  that  to  carry  out  the 
contract  would  involve  a  breach  of  some  superior 
equity ;  (G)  want  of  mutuality ;  (7)  the  plaintiff's  not 
continuing  ready  and  willing  to  perform  his  part  of  the 
agreement ;  (S)  his  laches  ;  and  (9)  the  doubtfulness  of 
the  title.     Of  each  of  these  in  turn. 

As  to  the  uncertainty  of  the  contract,  if  at  law  the 
agreement  be  void  for  uncertainty,  there  can  be  no 
question  of  enforcing  its  specific  performance ;  in  that 
case  no  contract  has  been  concluded  {c) .  But  it  may  be 
a  defence  to  a  claim  for  specific  performance  of  a  con- 
tract that  the  acts  agreed  to  be  done  are  not  defined 
with  sufficient  certainty  to  enable  the  Court  to  decree 
their  performance  in  specie ;  notwithstanding  that  those 
acts  may  be  sufficiently  ascertainable  to  enable  the 
Court  to  award  damages  for  their  non-performance  (/') . 
Thus  specific  performance  has  been  refused  of  a  contract 
"to  layout  1,000/.  in  building"  on  particular  lands, 
because  of  its  uncertainty,  although  in  other  respects 
the  conditions  which  induce  the  Com't  to  enforce  a 
building  contract  (//)  were  satisfied  (A). 


((•)  See  French  v.  Macule^  '2  Dr. 
&  "War.  2(59,  275  ;  Fry,  Sp.  Perf. 
§§  140—164,  Srd  ed. 

{(I)  Above,  p.  991. 

ie)  Above,  p.  989. 

(/)  Moficly  V.  Virr/hi,  3  Ves. 
184  ;  Ilof/f/es  v.  Ilorsfall,  1  Russ. 
&  My.  116  ;  Stuart  v.  London  and 
North  Western  Ry.  Co.,  1   De  G-. 


M.  &  G.  721  ;  Furis  Chocolate  Co. 
V.  Crystal  Falace  Co.,  3  Sm.  &  G-. 
119;  Taylor  Y.  Fortinyton,  7  De 
G.  M.  &  G.  328  ;  Greenhill  v. 
Lsle  of  TViyht,  ^c.  Fi/.  Co.,  19 
W.  R.  345  ;  Fry,  Sp.  Perf.  §§  380 
.sq.,  3rd  cd. 

{y)  Above,  p.  994. 

(/;)  Mosely  v.  V  try  in,  nbi  sup. 
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Witli  regard  to  unfairness,  it  lias  been  laid  down,  Unfairness, 
generally,  that  an  agreement  must  be  fair,  or  the  Court 
will  not  order  its  specific  performance  (/).  This  pro- 
position, however,  is  not  now  construed  in  the  sense 
that  the  Court  will  not  specifically  enforce  any  contract, 
unless  the  advantages  to  be  secured  by  the  parties  be 
reasonably  equivalent,  or  their  conduct  be  distinguished 
by  a  higher  degree  of  good  faith  than  the  law  ordinarily 
exacts  from  contractors.  Indeed,  it  hardly  amounts  to 
more  than  an  assertion  that  the  Court,  in  exercising  its 
discretion  to  grant  this  remedy,  may  have  regard  to 
considerations  of  unfairness  either  in  the  terms  of  the 
agreement  or  in  the  parties'  conduct  in  making  the 
bargain.  Thus  we  have  seen  (/,•)  that  at  the  present 
day  the  better  opinion  is  that  the  Court  will  not  refuse 
specific  performance  of  a  contract  to  sell  land  on  the 
sole  ground  of  inadequacy  of  consideration ;  although 
unfairness  in  the  terms  of  a  bargain  coupled  with 
circumstances  of  inequality  in  the  parties'  position  may 
be  evidence  of  undue  influence  or  fraud  (/).  So  also  it 
has  been  mentioned  {m)  that,  according  to  the  latest 
authority,  a  vendor  of  land  may  enforce  the  sale  speci- 
fically, notwithstanding  that  he  kept  silence  as  to  a 
latent  defect  of  quality  known  to  himself  (»).  In  these 
respects  it  does  not  appear  that  a  higher  standard  of 
conduct  is  required  in  equity  than  at  law(^0-  Still, 
there  may  be  such  unfairness  about  a  contract  that  the 
Court  will  decline  to  order  its  specific  performance, 
although  the  facts  would  not  warrant  an  order  for  its 
rescission.  An  example  of  this  occurs  in  the  case  of 
innocent  misrepresentation  (o)  ;  and  the  same  rule  is 
applicable  in  the  case  of  any  unfairness  in  the  nature  of 


(i)  Hardwicke,    C,  Buxton  v.  (k)  Above,  p.  761:. 

lister,  3  Atk.  383,  386  ;  Eosslyn,  (/)  Above,  pp.  762— 7G5. 

C,     WaJpoIc  V.    Orfurd,    3    Ves.  (w)  Above,  p.  684. 

402,   420  ;  Fry,  Sp.  Perf.  §  334,  (>0  Above,  pp.  684,  764. 

3rd  ed.  (o)  Above,  p.  743. 
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fraud  or  undue  influence,  but  not  amounting  exactly  to 
a  cause  for  setting  the  agreement  aside  {p).  A  notable 
Tuimngx.  example  occurs  in  the  case  of  Taining  v.  Morn'ce  {q), 
where  specific  performance  of  a  contract  to  sell  land  was 
refused  to  the  purchaser,  because  he  had  (in  perfect 
good  faith)  employed  the  solicitor  known  to  be  acting 
for  the  vendor  to  bid  for  him  at  the  auction,  a  circum- 
stance which  the  Court  considered  likely  to  damp  the 
sale.  In  that  case  the  Court  acquitted  the  parties  of  all 
moral  blame.  As  regards  the  sale  of  land,  the  most 
prominent  instances  of  unfairness  occur  in  connection 
with  the  statement  in  the  contract  of  the  nature  of  the 
vendor's  title  or  of  the  interest  offered  for  sale  or  of 
conditions  restrictive  of  the  purchaser's  right  to  investi- 
gate the  title.  In  these  respects  the  contract  is  in 
equity  uhcrrimw  Jidel  {r)  ;  and  if  anything  be  unfairly 
stated  or  suppressed  so  as  to  mislead  the  purchaser,  he 
may  resist  specific  performance  of  the  contract,  although 
the  facts  may  not  support  a  claim  to  rescind  the  contract 
and  recover  the  deposit  (s). 

Innocent  mis-       The    defence    of     innocent    misrepresentation    not 

representation  /•  /  p  •     •  p    vi  ;        i    i 

not  amounting  amouutmg  to  a  cause  01  rescission  oi  the  contract  has 
to  a_ca,use  of  heen  already  considered  (/)•  It  appears  to  be  an  example 
of  the  application  of  the  general  principle  that  tlie  Court 
may  have  regard  to  the  fairness  of  the  parties'  con- 
duct (i^^).  On  this  ground  the  Court  is  enabled  to  reject 
a  claim  for  specific  performance  by  a  party  whose  state- 
ment or  conduct  has  been  misleading,  though  it  has 
not  amounted  to  a  false  representation  inducing  the 
contract  (.r) . 

{p)    WiUan  V.   WiUan,   IG  Vc^s.  (,s)  Above,  pp.   32,   61,  n.  {w), 

72,    83;  Fry,    Sp.    Perf.    ^    387,  157,  lo9,  165— 168,  170,  172,  743. 

3rd  ed. ;  see  above,  p.   68'),  and  [t)  Above,    p.     743,    and    nn. 

n.  {z).  {g,  h). 

[q)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  326.  («)  Above,  p.  997. 

(r)  Above,  pp.  685,  n.  («),  742  ;  (.r)  Consider  Denny  v.  Hancock, 

Brandling  v.   I'lummer,   2  Drew.  L.  R.  6    Ch.   1 ;  above,  p.   743, 

427.  429.  and  nn.  [g.  h). 
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We  have  seen  (//)  that  the  Court  may  decline  to  grant  Hardsliip. 
the  remedy  of  specific  performance  on  the  ground  that 
it  would  work  great  hardship  on  the  defendant.     But 
the   defence   of  hardship,  like   that   of  unfairness  (c) , 
cannot  be  set  up  to  avoid  carrying  out  what  is  com- 
monly called  a  hard  bargain  ;  that  is  to  say,  where  the 
sole  ground  of  objection  is  really  the  inadequacy  of  the 
consideration  (r^).      Like    imfairness   also,   hardship   is 
usually  asserted  in  connexion  with  other  circumstances, 
such  as  mistake.     And  it  has  been  shown  that,  where  a 
man  has  been  induced  to   enter  into  a  contract  by  his 
own  mistake,  and  it  would  work  great  liardship  on  him 
to  oblige  him  to  carry  it  out,  the  Court  will  decline  to 
enforce  specific  performance  against  him,  notwithstand- 
ing that,  being  estopped  at  law  from  asserting  his  own 
mistake  {b),  he  has  no  defence  to  an  action  for  damages 
for  breach  of  the  contract  {e) .    Still,  in  some  cases,  hard- 
ship alone  appears  to  be  a  sufficient  defence  (d).     Thus 
the  Court  has  declined  to  grant  specific  performance  of 
a  contract  to  buy  a  close  of  land  entirely  surrounded  by 
the  lands  of  strangers  to  the  agreement,  which  provided 
no  certain  means  of  access  {e).    And  it  has  been  observed 
that  the  Court  wall  not  enforce  specific  performance  of  a 
contract  to  buy  a  property  which  Avould  be  positively 
noxious  to  its  purchaser — such  as  a  house  so  used  as  to 
subject  its  possessor  to  legal  penalties,  or  so  infected 
with  the  germs  of  disease  that  it  is  dangerous  to  enter 
it  (/).     And  specific  performance  has  been  refused  on 
the  ground  that  the  result  would  inevitably  be  to  sub- 
ject the  defendant  to  a  forfeiture  {g). 

{>/)  Above,  pj).  685,  692—694  ;  (d)  See  cases  cited,   above,   p. 

and  see  Fry,  Sp.  Perf.  §§  417  sq.,       685,  n.  (y). 

^^^  ?\  1  on-  (c)  J^cniie  V.  Ziohf,  8  De  G.  M. 

(r)  Above,  p.  99 <.  ^)^  ^^^  ■^    ' 

(<i)  Above,  p.  764  ;  Ilai/icood  v. 

Cope,  25  Beav.  140,  150—153.  (/)  Above,  pp.  687,  688. 

(b)  Above,  pp.  668 — 671,  673,  {</)  Faiiier.  JBrou-n,  cited  2  Yes. 

678,  691  sq.  sen.   307  ;    Teacock  v.  Penson,   11 

(r)  Above,  pp.  036,  638,  692—  Beav.  355;  see  HeUing  Y.Lumley, 

694.  3  De  G.  &  J.  493,  498. 
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Mistake. 


Mistake,  as  a  ground  for  resisting  the  specific  per- 
formance of  a  contract,  lias  already  been  fully  con- 
sidered (//). 


Contract  The  Court  will  not  enforce  specifically  a  contract  of 

breach  of  whicli  the  performance  would  be  in  contravention  of 
some  superior  gome  superior  equity  affecting  the  subject  of  the  agree- 
ment ;  as  where  the  completion  of  a  sale  of  land  would 
involve  a  breach  of  trust,  or  a  breach  of  a  prior  contract 
affecting  the  land  in  equity  (i).  This  rule  has  been 
referred  to  the  grounds  of  unfairness  and  hardship  (k) ; 
but  its  true  reason  appears  to  be  that  the  Court  will  not 
stultify  itself  by  ordering  the  specific  performance  of  an 
act  which  would  be  in  exact  contravention  of  the  rules 
of  equity — the  very  rules  which  the  Court  sits  in  its 
place  to  uphold  (/).  It  is  thought  that  the  principle  of 
the  rule  is  apparent  when  it  is  considered  that  this 
defence  may  be  raised  by  either  party ;  even  by  a 
contractor  who,  in  entering  into  the  agreement,  had 
contemplated  a  breach  of  his  own  duty,  against  a  plaintiff 
who  had  contracted  without  notice  of  the  breach  of  duty 
involved  {in).  Here  the  defendant  could  hardly  plead 
unfairness  or  hardship,  when  it  was  his  own  disregard 
of  his  duty  that  placed  him  in  a  difficult  position  (n) . 


Want  of 
mutuality. 


The  defence  of  want  of  mutuality  is  the  objection 
that  the  defendant,  owing  to  the  plaintiff's  legal 
incapacity  or  otherwise,  would  have  no  right  to  enforce 


(A)  Above,  pp.  091—095. 

(i)  Morthch  V.  BiiUc}\  10  Ves. 
292,  312;  Harnett  v.  Ywldlnff,  2 
Sch.  &  Lef.  549,  55i;  Ord  v. 
Nod,  5  Madd.  438;  TFood  v. 
Jiichardson,  4  Beav.  174,  176,  177; 
T/iompson  v.  Blackstojie,  6  Beav. 
470  ;  Rede  v.  Oakes,  4  De  Gr.  J.  & 
S.  505,  512,  513,  515;  Willmott 
V.  Barler,  15  Ch.  D.  96,  107; 
Dunn  V.  Flood,  28  Ch.  D.  586, 
690  ;  Manchester  Ship  Canal  Co.  v. 
Manchester  Racecourse  Co.,  1900,  2 


Ch.  352,  366,  367,  1901,  2  Ch. 
37,  51  ;  Corbcit  v.  South  Eastern  i^- 
Chatham  Ri/.  Co.''s  Manaqinq  Com- 
mittee, 1905,  2  Ch.  280,  287. 

(A)  Fry,  Sp.  Perf .  §  407,  3rd  ed. 

(/)  See  note  ((),  above. 

[m)  Ord  V.  Noel,  5  Madd.  438  ; 
and  consider  Dance  v.  Goldlngham, 
L.  E.  8  Ch.  902,  911,  913;  and 
see  above,  pp.  275  &  n.  [d),  276. 

(«)  Consider  Helling  v.  Lumley, 
3  De  G.  &  J.  493. 
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the  agreement  specifically  as  against  the  plaintiff,  so 
that  the  remedy  is  not  mutual.  TVJiere  this  is  the  case 
the  Court  will  decline  to  grant  specific  performance  at 
the  plaintiff's  suit  (o).  We  have  seen  that  on  this 
ground  an  infant  is  precluded  from  so  enforcing  any 
contract  made  with  him  (p)  ;  and  a  married  woman 
subject  to  the  common  law  could  not  pursue  this 
remedy  in  case  of  her  agreement  to  sell  or  biiy  land  (q). 
It  is  said  that,  as  a  rule,  the  Court,  in  considering  this 
objection,  has  regard  to  the  time  of  making  the  con- 
tract (y)  ;  and  it  is  true  that  if  the  remedy  were  then 
mutual,  a  party  who  has  subsequently  lost  his  right  to 
specific  performance  by  his  own  conduct,  as  by  his 
laches,  cannot  plead  want  of  mutuality  against  the 
other  piarty,  who  is  not  in  default  (s).  But  it  is 
established  that  where  the  remedy  was  not  mutual  at 
the  making  of  the  contract,  but  the  party  not  originally 
bound  has  subsequently,  being  then  sut  juris,  confirmed 
the  contract,  he  may  enforce  the  contract  specifically, 
and  cannot  be  met  with  the  defence  of  want  of  mutuality. 
Thus  we  have  seen  (/)  that,  on  this  principle,  a  party 
who  has  not  signed  the  memorandum  of  a  contract  to 
sell  land  may  enforce  specific  performance  against  one 
who  has  signed  the  memorandum  ;  and  an  infant,  after 
he  has  attained  full  age,  might  formerly  so  enforce  a 
contract  made  during  infancy;  for  in  these  cases  the 
plaintiff  necessarily  submits  to  perform  his  part  of  the 
agreement,  and  so  affirms  his  liability  thereunder.  So 
where  a  principal  has  ratified  a  contract  made  on  his 
behalf,  but  without  his  authority,  by  his  agent  [u),  he 
can  enforce  the  contract  specifically,  notwithstanding 

(o)  IlamiUon  v.  Gmnf,  3  Dow,  (■<)   Soitth    Eastrrn    Jit/.    Co.    v. 

33,42;  F/iffhtv.  £011(01(1,4  1110^8.  Knott,  10  Hare,  122,    125,    126; 

298,   301  ;  Pickcrinr/  y.  Bishop  of  Sawlrs   v.   Eastern    Counties  Ei/. 

Ely,  2  Y.  &  C.  C.  C.  249,  267.  Co.,  1  De  G.  M.  &  G.  737,   755, 

Ip)  Above,  pp.  797,  798.  5  H.  L.  C.  331,  365. 

3rd  ecT.  («)  Above,  p.  978. 


W. — II. 
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Contract 
subject  to  a 
condition 
precedent. 


the   original  want  of   mutuality  (.r) .     And  the  same 
rule  applies  in  every  case  in  which  a  contract  was  at 
first  voidable  at  the  option  of  one  of  the  parties,  but 
he  has  elected  to  affirm  it  (?/).     Conversely,  where  one 
party  to  a  contract  is  originally  in  no  position  to  enforce 
it,  owing  to  his  inability  to   perform  some   essential 
stipulation  (~),  and  the  other  waives  this  objection  and 
continues  to  treat  the  contract  as  still  subsisting,  the 
latter  cannot  plead  the  original  want  of  mutuality  if 
the   former,  having   become   enabled   to   perform   the 
stipulation,  sue  for  specific  performance  of  the  agree- 
ment.    Thus  where  a  vendor  of  land  cannot  show  a 
good  title  according  to  the  contract,  and  the  purchaser 
does   not   insist  on  this  objection  as  putting  an  end 
to  the   agreement,  but  negotiates  with  the  object  of 
removing  it,  and  the  vendor  subsequently  acquires  a 
good  title,  the  vendor  may  sue  for  specific  performance 
of  the  contract,  and  the  purchaser  cannot  rely  on  the 
original  want  of  mutuality  {a) .     From  these  instances 
it  appears  that  what  is  fatal  to  a  claim  for  specific  per- 
formance is  want  of  mutuality  at  the  time  of  bringing 
the   action  {h)  ;  though  a  defendant  who  has  lost  this 
remedy  by  his  own  miscondu.ct  is  precluded  from  taking 
such  an  objection.     Similarly,  want  of  mutuality  cannot 
be  pleaded  in  bar   of  a  purchaser's  right  to  enforce 
specific  performance  with  compensation  {c)  ;  for,  as  we 
have  seen  {d),  in  such  case  the  vendor  is  estopped  from 
asserting  his  own  want  of  a  complete  title.     Where  a 
contract  for  sale  of  land  is  subject  to  some  condition 
precedent  (e)  to  be  performed  by  one  of  the  parties,  it 
is,  of  course,  no  objection  to  enforcing  it  specifically 


(.r)  Consider  Firth  v.  Green- 
tuood,  1  Jur.  N.  S.  8G6. 

(y)  Above,  pp.  729,  744,  767, 
89G. 

(z)  Above,  p.  991. 

(«)  Above,  pp.  131,  i:!')  & 
n.  {u). 


(b)  Hawkes  v.  Eastern  Counties 
Ril.  Co.,  1  De  G.  M.  &  G.  737, 
755,  5  H.  L.  C.  331,  365. 

(c)  Fry,  Sp.  Perf.  ^§  473—176, 
3rd  ed. 

{(1)   Above,  pp.  630,  637. 
{')  Above,  p.  913. 
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after  the  condition  has  been  performed,  that  there  was 
previously  no  mutuality  of  remedy  (/)  ;  for  vmtil  per- 
formance of  the  condition  there  was  no  enforceable 
agreement  (r/). 

When  a  man  sues  for  the  specific  performance  of  a  The  plaintift's 
contract  he  must  show  that  he  has  ever  been  and  con-  rSiriraud'  '"^ 
timies  to  be  ready  and  willing  to  perform  his  part  of  willing  io 
the  agreement  (//).     Not  only,  therefore,  must  he  have  part  of  the 
performed  or  have  been  ready  and  willing  to  perform  contract. 
all  stipulations  on  his  part,  which  are  regarded  in  equity 
as  essential  (/),  up  to  the  time  of  bringing  his  action, 
but  if  he  suhscquentlij  do  any  act  which  precludes  him 
from  carrying  out  his  part  of  the  contract,  that  will 
afford  a  defence  to  his  claim ;  and  this  defence  may  be 
taken   by  a  defendant   who   has   himself    broken   the 
contract.     Thus,  if  a  purchaser  of  land  make  default  in 
carrying  out  the  contract,  and  the  vendor  sue  to  enforce 
it  specifically,  it  will  be  a  good  defence  that  the  vendor 
has  suhsequenfh/  made  some  sale  or  other  disposition  of 
the  land,  which  effectually  prevents   him   from  com- 
pleting the  contract  {j).     This  would  be  no  defence  to 
a  claim  by  the  vendor  for  damages  for  the  purchaser's 
breach  of  contract  (./). 

It  is  well  established  that  the  Court  will  not  grant  or  Laches. 
enforce  the  relief  of  specific  performance  of  a  contract, 
unless  the  party  seeking  this  remedy  apply  promptly, 
that  is,  as  soon  as  the  nature  of  the  case  will  permit  {k), 
and  diligently  prosecute  the  proceedings,  when  once  his 

(/)  See  Weeding  v.  Weedbiq,   1  35G  ;  see  above,  pp.  975,  976. 

J.  <&  H.  424,  425,  a  case  of  an  (A)   dlilward  v.  Thanrf,   5  Ves. 

option  to  purchase  duly  exercised;  720,  n.  ;  Jiads  v.  WiUiams,  4  De 

Fry   Sp  Perf .  <S  465,  3rd  ed.  G.  M.   &  G.  674,  691  ;  Mills  v. 

In)  Above,  p.  913.  Hamcood,    6    Ch.    D.    196,    202; 

//)  Frv  Sp.Perf.  v^  922,  3rd  ed.  Levy  v.  Stogdon,  1898,  1  Ch.  478, 

h)  Above,  p.  991.  484,  a£fd.  1899,  1  Ch.  5  ;  Fry,  Sp. 

U)  Hipgrrn-e  v.  Case,  28  Ch.  D.  Perf.  ^  1100—1102,  3rd  cd. 

22   (2) 


1004  OF  THE  REMEDIES  FOR  BREACH  OF  THE  CONTRACT. 

action  has  been  brought  (/).  No  particular  time  can  be 
specified  within  which  an  action  for  specific  performance 
of  a  sale  of  land  must  necessarily  be  brought,  in  order 
to  prevent  the  defence  of  laches.  Each  case  will  be 
judged  according  to  its  own  particular  circumstances; 
and  the  question  is  whether  proceedings  have  been 
commenced  within  a  reasonable  time  (w).  Where  one 
party  has  taken  some  objection  and  declines  to  complete 
tlie  contract  in  the  manner  proposed  by  the  other,  there 
is  of  course  no  necessity  for  the  other  to  take  proceed- 
ings, so  long  as  the  parties  are  negotiating  with  a  view 
to  the  removal  of  the  objection.  But  when  once  such 
negotiations  have  been  declined  or  broken  off,  and  the 
other  party  has  been  definitely  informed  that  the 
objector  insists  on  his  objection  and  claims  to  repudiate 
the  contract  on  that  account,  the  other  should  lose  no 
time  in  instituting  proceedings,  if  he  intend  to  claim 
specific  performance  of  the  contract  (/?).  Of  course,  he 
need  not  issue  a  writ  or  a  summons  on  the  very  next 
day ;  he  is  no  doubt  entitled  to  a  reasonable  time  to 
obtain  advice  as  to  his  rights  in  the  matter  and  to 
consider  such  advice  when  obtained.  But  he  must  be 
prompt  both  in  consulting  counsel  and  in  making  up 
his  mind.  In  such  circumstances  a  delay  of  one  year 
has  been  held  to  be  fatal  (o)  ;  and  where  the  nature  of 
the  property  sold  is  such  as  to  make  time  of  the  essence 
of  the  contract  (p),  as  in  the  case  of  a  sale  of  a  lease- 
hold colliery,  even  a  period  of  three  months  and  a  half 
has  been  considered  too  long  {q). 


{!)  Moore  V.  Bkdc,  1  Ball  &  B.  (o)    TFatson  v.  Jleid,  1  Russ.  k 

62,  69.  My.    236  ;    see    also  Hcaphy   v. 

\m)  Iluxham   \.   Llewellyn,    21  Hill,  2  S.  &  S.  29  ;  South comh  \. 

W.  R.  570,  571.  S}}-  of  Exeter,  6  Hare,  213  ;  Eads 

[n)  See    Walker   v.    Jeffreys,    1  v.    TJ'illuims,  4  De  G.   M.  &  G. 

Hare,  341,  348  ;  Southcomb  v.  Bp.  G74. 

of  Exeter,  G  Hare,  213,  219,  220  ;  [p)  Above,  pp.  49,  507. 

Tarlc'm  v.   Thorold,   16  Beav.  59,  {q)   Glasbrook  v.  Riehardson,  23 

73;  Lehmanny.  3[cArthi(r,'L.'R.  W.  R.   51;  see  also  Iluxham  v. 

3  Ch.  190,  504.  Llcicdlyu,  21  W.  R.  570.  766. 
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As  to  tlio  (loubtfuluess  of  the  title  as  a  defence  to  au  Doubtfulness 
action  for  specific  performance,  it  is  establislied  that  the 
Court  will  not  oblige  the  purchaser  to  perform  speci- 
fically a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land,  if  the  title  shown 
by  the  vendor  be  such  as  the  Court  considers  too  doubtful 
to  force  upon  an  unwilliDg-  purchaser  (r).  We  have 
seen  (s)  that  it  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  enforce- 
ment of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  that  the  vendor 
shall  show  a  good  title  to  the  property  sold,  and  that 
this  rule  appears  to  be  of  ec^uitable  origin.  On  the  prin- 
ciple that  he  who  seeks  equity  must  do  equity,  Courts 
of  Equity  would  not  grant  the  extraordinary  relief  of  a 
decree  for  specific  performance  against  a  piu'chaser  of 
land,  unless  the  vendor  proved  that  he  had  the  right  to 
convey  what  he  had  contracted  to  sell  and  could  show 
good  title  for  its  secure  enjoyment  by  the  purchaser  {f). 
On  this  ground  it  was  established  that  in  every  suit  for 
specific  performance  of  a  sale  of  land,  whether  brought 
by  the  vendor  (/)  or  the  purchaser  (?^),  it  is  the  pur-  luquii-y  us  to 
chaser's  right  (,r)  to  have  an  inquiry  directed,  whether 
a  good  title  can  be  made  to  the  property  sold  {//)  ;  that 
is,  a  good  title  according  to  the  contract  (s).     If  the 

(»•)  3Iarluw  V.  Sii/il/i,  2  P.  W.  only;   Jiouwft  v.  Fuwler,  uhi  sxnp., 

198  ;  Shapland  v.  Smith,  1   Bro.  and  the  vendor  is  not  entitled  to 

C.  C.  75  ;  Cooper  v.  Deiuie,  4  Bro.  raise   any  objection  to   his   own 

C.  C.  80,  1  Ves.  jun.  565  ;  She/-  title;  BradleijY.  Munton,  15Beav. 

field  V.  Mulgravc,  2  Ves.  ]un.  526  ;  460. 

RoaJce  v.  Kidd,  5  Ves.  647  ;    Van-  (ij)  Above,  p.  132,  n.  (/). 

coHver  V.  £Uss,  11  Ves.  458,  464 —  (;)    Upperton  v.  XickuJso»,  L.  R. 

466  ;  Sloper  v.  Fish,  2  V.   &  B.  6  Ch.  436,  442 ;  above,  p.  69  & 

14:9;  JHossex.  Clan ino)-)- is,  ZBligh,  n.   (c).     The   inquiry  as   to  title 

62,  71  ;    TTillco.v  V.  Bcllacrs,  T.  &  takes  place  in  the  judge's  cham- 

R.   491  ;    Fyrke  v.  Waddiyujham,  bers ;  any  point  in  dispute  may 

10    Hare,    1,    7,   sq.  ;    Vollard  v.  be  referred  to  one  of  the  convey - 

Sampmii,  4  De  G.  M.  &  G.  224  ;  ancing  counsel  to  the  Court  for 

Pf«■^•er  v.  2bo/'«/',  11  H.  L.  C.  143,  his    opinion;     after    which    the 

158  ;  above,  pp.  106,  107,  &  nn.  point    raised   may   be    discussed 

[iv,  y),  15S,  168,  332,  360.  before  the  master,  and,  if  neces- 

(a)  Above,    pp.    75,    726,    727,  sary,  reserved  for  the  decision  of 

937,  938.  the  judge  in  chambers  or  in  court. 

[t)  Above,  p.  75  &  n.  {h).  The  decision  of  the  Court  as  to 

(ti)  Bennett  v.  Fowler,  2  Beav.  the  title  is  then  embodied  in  the 

302  ;  see  above,  p.  69.  master's    certificate,    which    be- 

(.(■)  Theright  is  the  purchaser's  comes  binding  on  all  x^arties  to 
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Court  cousider  the  title  to  be  good,  the  purchaser  must 
carry  out  the  contract  {a),  subject  of  course  to  his  right 
of  appealing  from  the  judge's  decision.  If  it  be  certified 
that  a  good  title  cannot  be  made,  he  is  entitled  to 
rescind  the  contract  or  to  claim  damages  for  its 
breach  (/>).  But  the  decision  of  the  Court  as  to  the 
validity  or  invalidity  of  the  title  is  only  binding  on  the 
parties  to  the  action  and  those  claiming  under  them  (c) ; 
and  the  Courts  of  Equity  have  considered  that,  before  a 
purchaser  of  land  shall  be  obliged  to  perform  the  con- 
tract specifically,  he  shall  (subject  to  the  special  stipula- 
tions contained  in  the  agreement)  have  such  a  title  as 
he  in  his  tm'n  will  be  able  to  force  upon  purchasers  from 
him  {(I).  Hence  it  is  that  if  the  Court  consider  it  to  be 
doubtful  whether  the  title  attains  this  standard,  the 
Court  ^ill  simply  decline  to  enforce  the  contract  speci- 
,y?m//y  (f) ,  without  prejudice,  as  it  appears  (_/'),  to  the 
vendor's  right  to  retain  the  deposit  or  to  recover 
damages  for  the  purchaser's  refusal  to  perform  the 
agreement. 

It  is  impossible  to  state  exhaustively  in  what  circum- 
stances the  Court  will  consider  a  title  too  doubtful  to 
be  forced  upon  an  unwilling  purchaser.  The  practice 
of  the  Court  has  fluctuated ;  and  even  the  principles 
upon  which  it  acts  are  by  no  means  perfectly  ascer- 
tained {rj).     By  the  labours  of  Sir  Edward  Fry  (Ji),  the 

the   action,   unless  -withia  eight  188,  189  ;  Fi/rl-e  v.  Wadclingham, 

days  an  application  be  made  to  10  Hare,  1,  10;   Osborne  to  Eow- 

discharge  or  vary  it;  K.   S.   C.  htt,    13    Ch.    D.    774,    781;    Ec 

1883,  Ords.  LI.  r.  7,  LV.  rr.  65,  Ailesbury  Settled  Estates,  62  L.  J. 

69,  70;  Dan.  Chan.  Pract.  1136,  Ch.  1012. 

7th  ed.  ;  Dan.  Chan.  Forms,  767,  {d)  See  Brayhrohe  v.  Inslcip,  8 

5th  ed.;  2  Dart,  V.  &  P.  1228;  Ves.  417,  428 ;  Fi/rkey.  Wadding- 

Fry,    Sp.    Perf.    §§    1372,    1376,  ham,  10  Hare,  1,  8. 

3rd  ed.  {e)  Above,  p.  1005  &  n.  (r). 

{a)  Seton  on  Judgments,  2248,  (/)  Above,  pp.  971—973. 

6th  ed.  ((/)  See  cases  cited,  below,  p. 

(*)  lb.  2249;  above,  pp.   937,  1008,  n.  (<?);  Fry,  Sp.  Perf.  §§  882 

947_949,  971.  —888,  3rd  ed. 

{c)  Eosev.Calland,riYcs.n(S,  (/')  Sp.     Perf.     \]    890,    891, 
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decisions  on  this  subject  have  been  partially  classified, 
and  the  substance  of  this  classification  is  given  below. 

In  the  first  place,  the  Court  will  not  oblige  the  pur-  RoasonaUo 
chaser  to  take  the  title  where  it  is  reasonably  probable  Pr^li^^^^i*^ 

. ,     .   .  .  .....  01  litigation, 

that  its  acceptance  would  involve  him  in  litigation  (/). 
In  other  words,  the  Court  will  not  compel  the  purchaser 
to  buy  a  law  suit  (/.•) .  But  the  litigation  contemplated 
must  be  such  as,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  may 
possibly  be  successful  (/).  And  if  a  stranger  to  the 
contract  assert  some  claim  on  the  land  sold,  which  the 
Court  considers  to  be  entirely  unfounded,  the  Court 
will  enforce  the  contract  specifically,  notwithstanding 
that  the  stranger  have  commenced  proceedings  against 
the  vendor,  and  registered  them  as  a  lis  pendens  (m). 
Possibly  the  whole  sum  and  substance  of  the  rule  about 
too  doubtful  titles  is  contained  in  the  proposition  that 
specific  performance  will  not  be  decreed  against  a  pur- 
chaser if  it  would  expose  him  to  the  risk  of  litigation  at 
suit  of  a  stranger  to  the  contract  asserting,  with  apparent 
or  reasonably  possible  right  (»),  a  claim  adverse  to  the 
title  shown  (o).  But  the  following  points  should  be 
particularly  mentioned,  though  perhaps  they  are  merely 
corollaries  to  this  proposition. 

3rd  ed.     The  reader  is  also  re-  Atk.   19  ;   GIkss  v.  Richardson,  9 

ferred  to  the  summary  of  cases  Hare,     698,     701  ;    Falkner     v. 

on   this    subject   contained   in    2  Eiiidtahle   Tieversionarij  Society,   4 

Dart,   V.   &  P.    1137,    5th   ed.  ;  Jur.  N.  S.  1211,  1217,  1218  (the 

1272,  6th  ed.  remarks  referred  to  in  the  text 

(«)  Cattell  V.  Corrall,  4  Y.  &  C.  are  not  reported  in  ;S'.  C,  4  Drevr. 

Ex.   228,   237;  Pegler  v.    White,  352);  Moqridge  v.  Clapp,  1892,  3 

33    Beav.    403  ;    Re    Ncio    Land  Ch.  382,  396  ;  Re  2IaslrU  ■S;  Gold- 

Di'velopment  Assn.  and  Grai/,  1892,  fincK' s  contract,  1895,  2  Ch,  525, 

2  Ch.    138,    145,    146,    147;   Hcott  blSi  ;    Re   Marshall  c^  Salt's  con- 

V.  Alvarez,  1895,   2  Ch.   603,   613  tract,  1900,  2  Ch.  202,  204,  205. 

(above,  pp.  167,  168)  ;  Re  Ilollis's  ,        „   „        -,t  j.  i         o.-.  t. 

Vr       ,,7         7     IT        1            t      ,  \'>i)  Bull  \.  iLutchcns,  2,2  Tie&Y. 

Hospital    and     ILaque  s     co)itract,  ^.V    '    -,                  -,,    ^^„         ,,, 

loni.     o    ni,      ' 4(\      ^-'    I  \  6i5  ;  above,  pp.  524,  600,  n.  (k)  ; 

1899,    2    Ch.    o40,    5oo    (above,  \       n  ]   ij    ,              ,  i       'i 

TOO         (l-\  "I  ®        "^  Usbaldcston  v.  Askew,   1 

^'(k)  rZV.  Calland,  5  Ves.  186,  f ^f  }^^},   f!'<i^7r ^ \^'TA' 

187  ;  Sharp   v.   Adcock,  4   Russ.  ^-  ^-  ^  ^l'  ^^^'  ^^^'  ^  Ch.  614. 

374,  375.  («)  Of.  above,  p.  963. 

[l)    See   Lijddal    v.    Wc^toti,    2  (o)  See  above,  p.  1008. 
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Questions  of 
law : 
previous 
adverse  deci- 
siou  of  equal 
Court, 
though 
doubted. 

Previous 
favourable 
decision 
doubted. 

Adverse 
decision  of 
inferior 
Court. 


Title  depend- 
ing on  the 
construction 
of  an  ill- 
drawn  instru- 
ment. 


Title  depend- 
ing on  a 
question  of 
general  law. 


Title  depend- 
ing on  some 
general  rule 
of  construc- 
tion. 


As  regards  doubtful  questions  of  law : — The  Court 
considers  the  title  too  doubtful  where  there  has  been  a 
decision  of  a  Court  of  co-ordinate  jurisdiction  adverse 
to  the  title  or  to  the  principle  on  which  the  title  depends, 
although  the  Court  thinks  that  decision  to  be  wrong  {2^) ; 
or  where  there  has  been  a  similar  decision  favourable  to 
the  title,  but  the  Court  is  of  opinion  that  the  decision 
w'as  not  right  [j)).  But  at  the  present  time  the  Court 
of  Appeal,  or  other  superior  Court,  does  not  consider 
the  title  to  be  too  doubtful  merely  because  a  Court  of 
inferior  jurisdiction  has  pronounced  a  decision  adverse 
to  the  title,  if  the  Superior  Court  think  that  decision  to 
be  clearly  wrong  [q) .  Again,  the  Com-t  will  not  oblige 
a  purchaser  to  take  a  title  depending  on  the  construction 
and  legal  operation  of  some  ill-expressed  and  inarti- 
ficial instrument,  if  the  Court  consider  that  its  own  view 
of  the  question  is  open  to  reasonable  doubt  iu  some 
other  Court  (r).  But  if  the  title  depend  on  a  question 
of  the  general  law  of  the  land,  the  Court  will,  as  a  rule, 
decide  tlie  question  and,  if  its  opinion  be  in  favour  of 
the  title,  order  the  specific  performance  of  the  contract 
by  the  purchaser  (.s).  And  this  rule  applies  also  where 
the  question,  though  one  of  construction,  tiu-ns  upon  a 


{p)  Ilullings  V.  Trincler,  L.  R. 
10  Eq.  449,  454  ;  and  see  Rose  v. 
CaUuncl,  5  Ves.  186.  This  rule 
applies  equally  where  there  have 
been  previous  conflicting  decisions 
of  Courts  of  co-ordinate  jurisdic- 
tion ;  Re  Carter  4-  Kcnderdbie'' s 
contract,  1897,  1  Ch.  776,  778. 

[q]  BeioUi/  V.  Carter,  L.  R.  4 
Ch.  230,  236,  240  ;  Alexander  v. 
Milh,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  124,  132; 
Radford  v.  TFillis,  L.  R.  7  Ch.  7  ; 
Collier  v.  [Falters,  L.  R.  17  Eq. 
252,  260;  Osborne  to  Rowlett,  13 
Ch.  D.  774,  781  ;  Re  Carter  and 
ICenderduie's  contract,  1897,  1  Ch. 
776.  In  earlier  cases  it  had  been 
held  that  the  Court  would  not 
enforce  specific  performance,  not- 
withstanding that  its  opinion  was 


in  favour  of  the  title,  if  it  con- 
sidered that  that  opinion  might 
fairly  and  reasonably  be  ques- 
tioned by  competent  persons ; 
Ilarloiv  V.  Sinilh,  2  P.  W.  198, 
201 ;  Frice  v.  Strawje,  6  Madd. 
159,  164  ;  Fi/rke  v.  WaddingJiam, 
10  Hare,  1,  7,  8;  Collier  v. 
MeJJean,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  81,  84; 
Hamilton  v.  Buchmaster,  L.  R.  3 
Eq.  S23,  328;  Fry,  Sp.  Perf. 
§  884,  3rd  ed. 

(r)  James,  L.  J.,  Alexander  v. 
ilills,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  124,  132. 

(.«)  James,  L.  J.,  Alexander  v. 
Mills,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  124,  132  ; 
For st er  Y,  Abraham,  L.  R.  17  Eq. 
351,  354;  Osborne  to  Roiclett,  13 
Ch.  D.  774  ;  Re  Carter  ^-  Eender- 
dine's  contract,  1897,  1  Ch.  776. 
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general  rule  of  construction,  unaffected  by  any  special 
context  in  tlio  instrument  (?■).     It  has  been  held  that,  Title  depend- 
where  the  title  depends  on  the  construction  of  some  "oSs^mctfon 
general   statute,   the  true   construction    thereof    may,  of  a  general 

'  1      •   •  i.      j-i       statute. 

owing  either  to  the  absence  of  any  decision  or  to  tne 
conflict  of  previous  decisions,  be  regarded  by  the  Court 
as  a  question  sufficiently  doubtful  to  justify  the  Court 
in  not  enforcing  the  contract  specifically  as  against  the 
purchaser  (ii).  But  the  latest  expression  of  judicial 
opinion  in  the  Court  of  Appeal  is  that  in  this  case  also 
a  Superior  Court  A\'ill  follow  the  modern  general  rule, 
and  will  decide  the  c^uestion  of  construction,  and,  if 
necessary,  oblige  the  purchaser  to  take  the  title  accord- 
ingly (.r). 

With  respect  to  questions  of  fact : — The  Court  may  Questions  of 
consider  the  title  too  doubtful  where  it  depends  on  the 
establishment  by  oral  evidence  of  facts  of  a  complicated 
nature  (//)  ;  especially  where  the  witnesses  necessary  to 
repel  an  adverse  claim  may  be  dead  or  difficult  to  find 
when  the  claim  is  asserted  (s).     And  where  the  title  Title  depend- 
depends  on  a  presumption  of  fact,  it  is  considered  to  be  aumption^of 
too  doubtful  if  it  would  be  the  duty  of  a  judge  charging  fact. 
a  jury  upon  the  evidence  offered,  not  to  direct  them 
that  they  were  bound  to  find  in  favour  of  the  presump- 
tion, but  to  leave  them  to  draw  their  own  conclusion 
from  the    evidence  (a).      This   principle   is   illustrated 
where  a  title  depends  upon  some  fact  of  a  negative 
nature,  which  is  not  capable  of  positive  proof,  but  is 


(t)  Radford  v.  WUUs,  L.  R.   7  Handman     ^-     IJ'ilcox's     contract, 

Ch.  7,  11.  1902,    1   Ch.   599,    609  ;  see  also 

(u)  'C.  A.,  Palmer  v.  Zoclce,   18  Wottworth  \.  Humphrey,  11  App. 

Ch.   D.    381,  388  ;  Re  Thackwray  Cas.  619,  622,  625,  626. 
i-Yot,nfs  contract,  40  Ch.  D.  34,  ^^^^  ^^  Dow^fo?  #  PowclVs  con- 

',  f^V       -7  ni  leoo    Q  i!wci!,  1902,  2  Ch.  290,  314. 

[x^i  Monridiie  v.   Clunp,   1892,  3  '  '  ^     „'        ^„      ,.> 

Ch.   382,   396,  401  ;  lie  Carter  %  i^)  ^^Y,    Sp.    Perf.    §    890    (i), 

Kenderdine's  contract,  1897,  1  Ch.  3rd  ed. 
776  ;    Cozens-Hardy,  L.  J.,  Re  (a)  Above,  p.  106  &  n.  {w). 


1010 


OF  THE  REMEDIES  FOli  BREACH  OF  THE  CONTRACT. 


"Wliere  tLc 
facts  raise  a 
presumption 
of  the  in- 
validity tf 
the  title. 


Mere  sus- 
picion of  an 
equitable 
defect. 


really  a  matter  of  inference  only  {b).  Thus  we  have 
seen  that  a  purchaser  will  not  be  forced  to  accept  a  title 
depending  on  the  fact  that  the  vendor  had  no  notice  of 
some  equitable  incumbrance  (r)-  Other  examples  of  the 
application  of  this  rule  are  where  the  fact  to  be  estab- 
lished is  that  there  was  no  creditor  capable  of  taking 
advantage  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy  by  the  vendor  (c/), 
or  that  a  voluntary  settlement  was  not  avoided  under 
the  old  law  by  a  subsequent  conveyance  for  value  {('). 
But  where  the  title  depends  on  a  fact,  which  is  capable 
of  positive  proof  and  is  satisfactorily  proved  (/),  or 
where  it  depends  on  a  presumption  of  fact,  and  a 
judge  would  be  bound  to  direct  a  jmy  to  find  in  favour 
of  the  presumption,  the  purchaser  will  be  obliged  to 
perform  the  contract  specifically  {[/).  The  Court  may 
consider  the  title  too  doubtful,  where  the  facts  stated  in 
support  of  it  raise  the  presumption  (though  not  an 
irrebuttable  presumption)  that  it  is  invalid  in  some 
respect ;  as  that  an  appointment  abstracted  was  a  fraud 
upon  the  power  (Z^.  On  the  other  hand,  where  the 
facts  neither  amount  to  proof  nor  raise  any  presumption 
of  the  invalidity  of  the  title,  but  merely  give  ground 
for  a  suspicion  of  fraud  or  other  like  defect,  which  might 
render  the  title  invalid  in  equity,  and  a  good  title  to  the 
legal  estate  is  shown  on  the  face  of  the  abstract  (/),  the 
Court  will  not  absolve  the  purchaser  from  the  obligation 
of  performing  the  contract  specifically  (A-).     It  should 


(b)  Above,  p.  104. 

(c)  Above,  pp.  107,  158,  332, 
430. 

{d)  Lowes  V.  Lush,  14  Ves.  547. 

(e)  Above,  pp.  105,  106,  373, 
375. 

(/)  Smith  V.  Death,  5  Madd. 
371,  374  ;  and  see  Spencer  v. 
Topham,  22  Beav.  573  (above, 
pp.  905,  906)  ;  Lie  Brlehjcs  ^• 
McRae's  contract,  30  W.  R.  539  ; 
Games  v.  Bonnor,  54  L.  J.  Ch. 
517,  33W.  R.64;  Kekewich,  J., 
Mofjridge  v.    Clcq)p,   1892,   3  Ch. 


382,  392,  393. 

(g)  Above,  pp.  105,  106  ;  Re 
SHmmerson,  1900,  1  Ch.  112,  n.  ; 
Hcpirorth  v.  Pickles,  ib.  108  ;  see 
also  CUppcns  Oil  Co.  \.  Edinhuyg]!, 
S;c.  Trmtees,  1904,  A.  C.  64,  69, 
70. 

(A)  Warele  v.  Dixon,  28  L.  J. 
N.  S.  Ch.  315,  321  ;  Fry,  Sp. 
Perf.  §  890  (vi),  3rd  ed.  ;  see 
above,  pp.  305,  901,  n.  (A). 

(i)  See  above,  pp.  251,  305, 
901,  n.  {b). 

(/,■)  McQueen   v,    Farqiihar,     11 
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be   noted,  however,  that   if    the   facts   stated  raise   a  Suspicion  of  a 

T    p     ,    •       ,^        ;•,!         /    7         i.1  fact  affecting 

suspicion  of  some  tletect  m  the  titie  at  laic,  tlie  pur-  the  title  at 
chaser  will  have  no  protection  in  case  the  suspicion  be  ^^"^• 
•well-foimded  (/).  The  law  applicable  to  these  circum- 
stances appears  to  be  this  : — On  the  one  hand,  the  Court 
will  never  presume  fraud  {m)  ;  the  presumption  is  that 
everything  has  been  rightly  done  {n)  ;  and  the  vendor 
is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  this  rule,  and  cannot  be 
called  upon  to  give  evidence  to  disprove  any  mere 
suggestion  by  the  purchaser  of  some  hypothetical  fact, 
which  would  adversely  affect  the  title  (o).  But  against 
this,  it  appears  that  where  there  is  a  real  ground  of 
suspicion  of  some  matter  which  would  cause  a  defect  in 
the  legal  title  to  the  property  sold,  the  Coiu-t  may,  unless 
the  suspicion  be  removed  by  sufficient  evidence,  pro- 
nounce the  title  to  be  too  doubtful  to  be  forced  on  the 
purchaser,  or  may  at  least  do  so  if  its  acceptance  would 
leave  him  exposed  to  the  reasonable  probability  of 
adverse  litigation  {p). 

The  effect  of  a  judgment  for  specific  performance,  or  Effect  of 

,p  ..  p  •/-.  P  judgment  for 

of  the  dismissal  of  an  action  lor  specifac  performance,  specific  per- 

Ves.    467 ;    Green   v.   Puhford,   2  1  De  G.  M.  &  G.  69,  where  the 

Beav.    70 ;  and  see    Cockcroft   v.  iindue    influence    alleged   would 

Sutcliffe,  25  L.  J.  Ch.  313,  2  Jur.  have  rendered  the  will  invalid  at 

N.   S.   323;  Re   llitish's   charitij,  law.     It  is  respectfully  submitted 

L.  R.  10  Eq.  5,  10  ;  Alexander  v.  that  Sii- Edward  Fry,  inhisstate- 

Milh,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  124,  132  ;  Sug.  ment  of  the  law  (Sp.  Perf.  §§891 

V.  &  P.  393,  779.  (vi.),  892,  893,  3rd  ed.),  does  not 

{I)  Above,  pp.  108,  330  &u.  (i),  lay  sufficient  stress  on  the   dis- 

833,  834,  902,  903.  tinction   pointed   out  by   Leach, 

(m)  Alderson,     B.,     CattcU    v.  V.-C,   in  Hartley  v.    ,Smith,  ubi 

CorralL  4  Y.  &  C.  Ex.  228,  236  ;  sup.,  between  the  suspicion  of  a 

Wilhams  on  Commons,  3.  defect  affecting  only  the  equitable 

,  ,    .,  „_      ,,,.  ,.  ,  title    (where    the    purchaser,    i± 

(«)  Above,  p.  97  ;   6 hppem   Oi I  j^^tacked,  could  shield  himself  by 

Co.    v.    Edinlurgh,  Jc.    Irmtees,  ^^^    .^  ^^  purchaser  for  value  of 

1^°*'    ^n.?-  .^k  ^!r'  a?         ^-       the  legal  estate  without  notice  of 
Deaiie,  190o,  2  Ch.  80,  93.  ^j^^  ^j^^^^^  ^^^   ^   suspicion,  for 

(o)  Sug.  V.  &  P.  392.  which  there  is  apparently  reason- 

{p)  See  Hetrtleyy.  Smith,  Buck,  able  ground,  that  the  facts  are  in 

368,    380  ;     Cattell  v.    Corrall,    4  truth  such  as  would  avoid  at  law 

Y.  &  C.  Ex.  228,  237  ;  and  con-  some  assurance  stated  as  part  of 

eider  Grove  v.  Jiasfard,  2  Ph.  019,  the  title. 
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formance  in 
barring  action 
on  the  con- 
tract at  law. 


Certificate 
against  the 
title  in 
vendor's 
action. 


Specific  per- 
formance at 
suit  of  the 
purchaser. 


iipou  the  riglit  to  recover  damages  at  law  for  breach  of 
the  contract  lias  been  already  considered  {q)  ;  and  the 
question  has  been  particularly  discussed  of  the  vendor's 
right  to  damages,  where  his  action  for  specific  perform- 
ance is  dismissed  because  the  Court  considers  the  title 
too  doubtful  (y). 

In  a  vendor's  action  for  specific  performance,  if  upon 
the  inquiry  into  title  the  certificate  be  against  the 
title  (.s),  there  has,  of  com-se,  been  such  a  breach  of  the 
contract  as  justifies  the  purchaser  in  rescinding  it  {t)  ; 
and  the  defendant  may  consequently  claim,  in  the 
vendor's  action,  to  have  an  order  for  repayment  of  his 
deposit,  with  interest  thereon,  and  establishing  his  lien 
on  the  land  sold  for  the  deposit  and  interest  and  his 
expenses  of  investigating  the  title  {u). 

If  the  purcl/dser  of  land  sue  for  the  specific  perform- 
ance of  the  contract,  he  is,  as  we  have  seen  {.r),  entitled 
to  an  inquiry  as  to  the  title ;  but  he  takes  this  inc|uiry 
at  his  own  risk.  For  if  he  be  aware  of  objections  to 
the  title,  and  upon  the  inquiry  the  vendor  fail  to  prove 
a  good  title  according  to  the  contract  (which  is  all  that 
he  can  be  called  upon  to  show),  the  purchaser  must 
either  waive  his  objections  to  the  title,  and  pay  the 
costs  of  the  inquiry  into  title,  or  else  he  must  submit 


{q)  Above,  pp.  969—973.  It 
may  also  be  noted  that  judgment 
for  specific  performance  ar/awst 
either  party  to  the  contract  will 
preclude  him  from  successfully 
suing  for  damages  at  law  ;  for, 
as  a  general  rule,  the  judgment 
could  not  have  been  pronounced 
if  the  other  party  had  committed 
a  breach  of  contract  (above,  p. 
991),  so  that  question  is  concluded 
between  them.  And  in  the  cases 
where  a  man  may  obtain  an  order 
for  specific  perfoi-mance,  notwith- 
standing that  he  has  broken  the 
contract  at  law  (aboA^e,  pp.  988, 
989),    the     other    party    would, 


under  the  old  practice,  have  been 
restrained  from  suing  on  the 
conti'act  at  law ;  so  that  he  has 
now  no  right  to  bring  such  an 
action  ;  Lcdj  v.  Lhiclo,  3  Mer.  81  ; 
ReiimUs  v.  'NeJsou,  6  Madd.  290  ; 
Beaufort  v.  Ghjnn,  3  Sm.  &  Gr. 
213,  226 ;  and  see  Garbutt  v. 
Fau-ciis,  1  Ch.  D.  15.5  ;  TFriff/it  v. 
Eedfjrave,  11  Ch.  D.  24. 

(r)  Above,  pp.  971—973. 

(s)  Above,  p.  lOOo  &  n.  [z). 

[t)  Above,  pp.  936,  937,  948. 

(«)  Kitton  V.  Hiwcit,  1904, 
W.  N.  21 ;  above,  pp.  948—950. 

(.r)  Above,  p.  1005. 
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to  have  liis  action  for  specific  performance  dismissed 
without  costs  [ij) .  If  he  accept  the  latter  alternative,  he 
will  not  be  precluded  from  suing  at  law  for  damages 
for  the  vendor's  breach  of  contract,  but  he  will  be 
unable  to  recover  from  the  vendor,  as  damages,  his 
own  costs  of  his  action  for  specific  performance  {z).  So 
also,  if  the  vendor  had  disclosed  such  a  title  as  the 
purchaser  was  bound  to  accept,  and  the  purchaser 
subsequently  sued  for  specific  performance  and  claimed 
an  inquiry  into  title,  the  purchaser  would  have  to  pay 
the  costs  of  the  inquiry.  And  if,  in  such  case,  the 
purchaser  had  raised  objections  to  the  title,  which  the 
Court  would  not  uphold,  and  he  had  no  other  cause  of 
complaint  than  the  vendor's  refusal  to  admit  these 
objections,  the  purchaser  would  have  to  pay  the  vendor's 
costs  of  the  action  [n).  The  difference  between  the 
purchaser's  position  in  proceedings  for  specific  per- 
formance brought  against  him  by  the  vendor,  and  that 
which  he  occupies  in  case  he  bring  such  an  action 
himself,  is  a  matter  of  the  greatest  importance  to  a 
conveyancer  advising  the  purchaser  on  title.  We  have 
seen  that  in  many  cases  a  purchaser  may  resist  specific 
performance  at  the  vendor's  suit  unless  the  vendor 
produce  a  better  title  than  he  has  contracted  to  show ; 
whilst  if,  in  the  same  circumstances,  the  piu-chaser  seek 
actively  to  enforce  his  own  right  to  specific  performance 
of  the  contract,  he  will  be  obliged  to  accept  such  a  title 
as,  according  to  the  construction  placed  on  the  agree- 
ment in  a  Court  of  law,  the  vendor  has  stipulated  that 
he  will  provide  {b) . 

The  cases,  in  which  the  vendor  or  purchaser  is  entitled  Specific  per- 

to  obtain  an  order  for  specific  performance  of  the  con-  -sv-ith  com- 
pensation. 

(y)  Above,  p.  69.  John.    70  ;   Fli'iUipson   v.    Gibho)i, 

,,    .,  „„         ,s    „„,.        L.  E,.  6  Ch.  428,  431. 

P  Above,  pp.   69,  n.  {c),  960,  ^^^  ^^^^^^^^  ^^    32^  ^9^  .^^^  ^.- 

^'^-  —1.59,    160,   165—168,    171,    172, 

{a)    See    Ltjrlc    v.     Yarhoroufih,       685,  687,  093,  743. 


1014 


OF  THE  REMEDIES  FOR  BREACH  OF  THE  CONTRACT. 


tract  with  compensation  for  some  error  of  description, 
have  been  already  discussed  in  connection  with  the 
subject  of  the  completion  of  the  contract  (<"). 


Failure  to 
comply  with 
a  judgmeat 
for  specific 
performance. 
Proceedings 
to  enforce  the 
judgment. 


Vesting  order. 


Order  for 
rescission  of 
the  contract. 


If  either  party  to  a  sale  of  land  fail  to  comply  with 
an  order  of  the  Court  that  he  shall  perform  the  contract 
specifically  (d),  the  other  may  at  his  election  adopt  one 
of  two  courses  (<?).  First,  he  may  apply  to  the  Court  to 
enforce  the  judgment.  That  is  to  say,  he  may  obtain 
an  order  fixing  a  time  and  place  for  conveyance  and 
payment  of  the  pui'chase  money,  or  fixing  a  time  within 
which  the  judgment  for  specific  performance  is  to  be 
obeyed,  and  in  default  of  compliance  with  this  order  he 
may  proceed  against  the  disobedient  party  for  con- 
tempt (,/").  And  if  the  party  in  default  be  the  vendor, 
the  purchaser  may  obtain  a  conveyance  of  the  land  to 
himself  by  means  of  a  vesting  order  or  an  order 
appointing  a  person  to  convey  under  the  Trustee  Act, 
1893  (//).  Secondly,  in  case  of  failure  to  comply  within 
a  reasonable  time  with  a  judgment  for  specific  perform- 
ance, or  to  comply  with  an  order  fixing  a  time  for 
completion,  the  party  not  in  default  may  obtain  an 
order  for  the  rescission  of  the  contract  (//).     Besides 


(c)  Above,  pp.  63-i— 644. 

{d)  Above,  p.  9S7. 

{e)  Fry,  Sp.  Perf.  §§  1171  — 
1173,  3rd  ed.  ;  Seton  on  Judg- 
ments, 2285,  6th  ed. 

(/)  Seton  on  Judgments,  2285 
—2287,  6th  ed. 

iff)  Stat.  56  &  57  Vict.  c.  53, 
es.  26—34  ;  above,  p.  469,  n.  {/()  ; 
Seton  on  Judgments,  2287,  2288, 
6th  ed.  ;  and  see  stat.  47  &  48 
Vict.  c.  61    s.  14. 

(h)  Above,  pp.  948,  949,  n.  (m), 
952,  n.  (/),  969,  n.  (d).  This  case 
appears  to  form  an  exception  to 
the  rule  that  an  election  once 
exercised  to  affirm  or  rescind  a 
contract  cannot  afterwards  be 
revoked  (above,  pp.  745,  896)  ; 
for   by  obtaining  judgment  for 


specific  performance  of  the  agree- 
ment the  party  had  previously 
affirmed  it;  above,  pji.  947,  969  ; 
see  Baler  v.  ll'iU'uims,  62  L.  J. 
Ch.  315.  It  is  thought  that  the 
ground  of  this  exception  is  that, 
if  one  party  commit  a  contempt 
of  Court  in  disobeying  an  order 
that  he  shall  perform  the  contract 
specifically,  this  is  such  an  abso- 
lute repudiation  of  his  duty  under 
the  contract  that  it  would  be  a 
hardship  to  oblige  the  other  to 
carry  out  the  agreement  and  not 
to  allow  him  to  recede  from  it. 
The  writer  has  followed  Sir 
Edward  Fry's  statement  (above, 
n.  {(■)),  that  in  the  above-men- 
tioned circumstances  rescission 
may  be  claimed  by  either  party 
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these  remedies,   if   the   purchaser   were   the   party  in  Enforcing  the 
default,  tlie  vendor  may  apply  to  the  Court  to  enforce 
his  lien  for  the  unpaid  purchase  money  (/)  and  to  obtain 
an   order    for   a    re -sale   to   realise   the    amount   due 
thereon  (/.•). 

The  County  Courts  have  jurisdiction  in  actions  for  Jurisdiction 
the  specific  performance  of  any  agreement  for  the  sale  Oonnriif 
or  purchase  of  any  property,  where  the  purchase  money  specific  per- 
does  not  exceed  the  sum  of  500/.  (/).     It  has  been  held 
that  this  jurisdiction  exists  where  the  contract  is  for  the 
sale  of  an  equity  of  redemption  for  a  price  not  exceeding 
500/.,  although  the  amount  of  the  price,  together  with 
that  of  the  charges  on  the  property,  exceed  that  sum  (ni). 


§  4. — Of  a  Vendor  coul  PurcJiaser  Si(m)jw)is. 

At  the  present  time,  when  a  vendor  and  pm-chaser  of  Vendor  and 
land  are  at  variance  upon  some  matter,  which  prevents  I'^irchaser 
the  completion  of  the  contract,  and  neither  of  them  will 
give  way,  they  usually  prefer  to  submit  the  point  at 
issue  to  the  Court  in  a  Vendor  and  Purchaser  sum- 
mons («) ;  and  if  the  question  between  them  can  be 
decided  in  such  proceedings,  it  appears  that  this  is  the 
proper  course  to  take  (o) .  Yendor  and  Pureliaser  sum- 
monses owe  their  orio:in  to  the  Vendor  and  Purchaser 


summons. 


to  the  contract ;  but  he  has  not  cesses  of  attachment  or  seques- 

found  any  reported  case  in  which  tration  ;  and  in  that  case  it  would 

the  contract  has  been  rescinded  be  obviously  inequitable  to  hold 

on   the    purchaser's   application.  him  to  the  contract. 

But  if  the  principle  above  sug-  (i)  Above,  pp.  440,  924,  92o. 

gested  be  correct,  the  purchaser  {k)  Above,    pp.    44    &   n.    {!>), 

should  be  equally  entitled  to  the  9.30,  931  ;  Seton  on  Judgments, 

relief   of   rescission   in  case  the  2290. 

vendor  refuse  to  convey.     Apart  (/)  Stat.  51  &  52  Vict.  c.   43, 

from  statute,  which  now  enables  s.  67(4). 

the  purchaser  to  obtain  a  vesting  (m)    E.    v.    Jwlye    Whitehorne, 

order,  the  purchaser  would  have  1904,  1  K.  B.  827. 

had  no  remedy  to  obtain  a  con-  hi)  Above,  pp.  29 — 32,  947. 

vcj-ance   if   the   vendor    did   not  (o)  See    Ku/g   v.    Chamherlayn, 

choose  to  be  coerced  by  the  pro-  1887,  W.  N".  158,  159. 
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Act,  1874  (p),  which  enacted  that  a  vendor  or  purchaser 
of  real  or  leasehold  estate  in  England,  or  their  repre- 
sentatives respectively,  may  at  any  time  or  times  and 
from  time  to  time  apply  in  a  summary  way  to  a  judge 
of  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  England  in  chambers,  in 
respect  of  any  requisitions  or  objections,  or  any  claim 
for  compensation,  or  any  other  question  arising  out  of 
or  connected  with  the  contract  (not  being  a  question 
affecting  the  existence  or  validity  of  the  contract),  and 
the  judge  shall  make  such  order  upon  the  application  as 
to  him  shall  appear  just,  and  shall  order  how  and  by 
whom  all  or  any  of  the  costs  of  and  incident  to  the 
application  shall  be  borne  and  paid. 


Parties  aro  in 
the  same 
position  as  on 
a  reference  as 
to  title  in  an 
action  for 
specific  per- 
formance. 


Whatever  could  be  done  in  chambers  upon  a  reference 
as  to  title  under  a  decree  for  specific  performance,  when 
the  contract  was  established  (q),  can  be  done  upon  pro- 
ceedings under  this  enactment.  It  enables  the  parties 
to  put  themselves  in  chambers  in  exactly  the  same 
position  in  which  they  would  have  been,  with  all  the 
rights  which  they  would  have  had,  under  the  old  form 
of  decree.  Evidence  by  affidavit  may  therefore  be 
given,  and  the  deponents  may  be  cross-examined  (r). 


Questions 
proper  to  be 
decided  in  a 
V.  k  P. 
summons. 


The  principal  questions  proper  to  be  decided  in  a 
Vendor  and  Purchaser  summons  are  questions  of  the 
construction  of  the  contract  (.s),  questions  as  to  the 
sufficiency  of  the  vendor's  title  {f),  and  questions  as  to 
conveyance  and  the  form  of  the  conveyance  (ii)  and  the 
adjustment  of  accounts  in  view  of  the  completion  of  the 
contract  (.r) .     In  fact,  as  a  general  rule,  all  questions 


(p)  Stat.  37  &  38  Vict.  c.  78, 
s.  9,  also  providing  for  similar 
applications  to  a  judge  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland. 

(ry)  Above,  p.  100.5  &  n.  (r). 

(/•)  Jtc  Burnjid/hs,  Lynn  ^-  Sex- 
ton, 5  Ch.  D.  Cdl. 


(s)  See  Re  Hughes  S^  Ashlei/s 
contract,  1900,  2  Ch.  595. 

{t)  See  cases  cited  above,  pp. 
949,  950,  n.  {q). 

[u)  See  above,  pp.  130,  131, 
145,  146,  563,  n.  (;»),  565,  n.  {t). 

{x)  Above,  pp.  626,  sij. 
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may  be  so  decided  Avhicli  may  arise  between  a  vendor 
and  purchaser  on  the  assumption  that  there  is  an  unim- 
peachable contract  of  sale  existing  between  them,  and 
which  must  be  cleared  up  before  the  parties  can  proceed 
to  completion. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  Questions 
to  decide  in  a  Vendor  and   Purchaser   summons  any  ^aMity^or  ^ 
question  affecting:  the  existence  or  validity  of  the  con-  existence  of 

^  "  ,  .  p      .,,  ^       the  contract. 

tract.     If,  therefore,  the  contention  ot  either  party  be 
that  no  contract  was  ever  formed,  or  that  the  contract 
is   not   enforceable    (as  for    non-compliance   with   the 
Statute  of  Frauds  (//)  ),  or  that  it  is  void  for  mistake  or 
illegality,  or  voidable  for  misrepresentation,  fraudulent 
or  innocent  {z),  for  duress  or  undue  influence,  or  by 
reason  of  any  relative  equitable  disability  (a),  the  dis- 
pute cannot  be  settled  in  a  Vendor  and  Purchaser  sum- 
mons, but  the  party,  who  insists  on  his  rights,  must 
assert  them  by  action.      It  is  held,  however,  that  if  Court  may 
the  controversy  between  the  parties  include  any  question  qug^tion'^^ 
which  may  properly  be  determined  on  a  Vendor  and  proper  to  be 
Purchaser  summons  and  would  requii-e  to  be  settled  in  though  the 
case  the  contract  were  valid,  the  Court  may  decide  it  in  JJg'^j,*^^tr°act 
such  proceedings,  notwithstanding  that  the  validity  of  be  also  dis- 
the  contract  (as  in  case  of  an  alleged  misrepresentation)  P^  ^  ' 
be  also  disputed  {b) .     We  may  also  note  that,  as  the 
Act  particularly  confers  jurisdiction  to  determine  claims 

{//)  Above,  pp.  3—9.  properly  be  determined  in  a  V.  & 

^        P.   summons,  that  under  a  con- 

(z)  He  Davis  ^-  Carey,  40  Oh.  V.       ^^^^^^  ^^         ^^^  ^  jg^^gg^  ^^ot  p^^j,. 

601,  607-609  ;    Jic     Hvfflifs  J-       ticularly   specifying    from   what 
Ashleifs  contract,  1900,  2  Oh.  59o,        ^^^  ^-^^  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^a,s 

602,  604  ;   above,  pp.   166,   745,       intended   that  the   term  was  to 
D-  (*)•  commence  on  a   particular  day, 

(«)  Above,  pp.  974,  975.  notwithstanding  that  oue  of  the 

[b)  Re  Hughes  ^-  Ashleifs  con-  parties  raised  the  contention  that 

tract,    1900,   2   Ch.    595.      In  Re  the   omission   to   name    the   day 

Lander  &;  Bagley's  contract,  1892,  rendered    the    contract    void   for 

3  Ch.  41,  it  was  decidpd,  on  the  uncertainty.      This  seems  to  be 

ground  that  any  question  of  the  an  extreme  instance  of  the  exer- 

construction  of  the  contract  may  cise  of  the  jurisdiction. 


W. II. 
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Objections  to 
specific  per- 
formance 
which  would 
be  no  defence 
at  law. 


of  compensatlou,  the  Court  may  decide  on  summons  any 
question  respecting  tliat  particular  form  of  misrepre- 
sentation which  consists  in  failure  to  show  title  to  the 
whole  property  described  in  the  contract,  and  which  is 
properly  the  failure  to  deliver  the  entire  article  con- 
tracted for  {c) . 

Tlie  excluded  questions  affecting  the  existence  or 
validity  of  the  contract  ((/)  appear  to  be  such  conten- 
tions as  put  in  issue  the  existence  or  validity  of  the 
contract  at  law ;  and  it  appears  that,  as  the  contractors 
are  in  the  same  position  on  a  Vendor  and  Purchaser 
summons  as  if  they  were  parties  to  an  action  for  specific 
performance  of  their  agreement  {e),  they  are  not  pre- 
cluded from  raising  in  such  a  summons  any  objection 
to  carrying  out  the  contract,  which  would  be  a  good 
ground  of  defence  to  an  action  for  specific  performance, 
but  not  to  an  action  for  breach  of  the  contract  at 
law(/).  For  example,  either  party  may  so  raise  any 
objection  to  the  performance  of  the  contract  on  the 
ground  of  unfairness,  including  such  innocent  mis- 
representation or  such  non-disclosure  of  some  matter  of 
title  as  would  not  avail  to  set  aside  the  contract  at 
law(^).  It  appears  too  that  an  objection  to  perform 
the  contract  specifically  on  the  ground  of  mistake, 
coupled  with  hardship  (/;),  might  Avell  be  raised  in  a 
Vendor  and  Purchaser  summons,  especially  as  it  would 
probably  involve  the  resistance  of  a  claim  for  compensa- 


{c)  See  Re  Terry  ^-  Whitens  con- 
tract, 32  Ch.  D.  14  ;  Re  Faweett 
S;  Holmes,  42  Ch.  D.  150  ;  Re 
Hare  ^  0' More' s  contract,  1901,  1 
Ch.  93  ;  Re  Rackett  S,-  Smi/h''s 
contract,  1902,  2  Ch.  258  ;  above, 
pp.  634—644,  744. 

(d)  Above,  pp.  1016,  1017. 

{c)  Above,  p.  1016. 

(/)  See  above,  pp.  996  sq. 

{(/)  Re  Mamh  ^  Earl  Granville, 
24  Ch.  D.  11  ;  Re  Davis  ^-  Caveij, 
40  Ch.  D.  601  ;  Re  National  Pro- 


vincial Bank  of  England  ^-  Marsh, 
1895,  1  Ch.  190  ;  Re  Haedicke  ^ 
LipskVs  contract,  1901,  2  Ch.  666 
[sed  quccre,  whether  in  this  case 
the  learned  judge  was  right  in 
ordering  the  return  of  the  de- 
posit) ;  see  above,  pp.  32,  51,  64, 
65,  89,  90,  158,  160,  165—170, 
685  &  n.  («),  687,  688,  743. 

{h)  Above,  pp.  636,  638,  693, 
694  ;  see  also  Wood  v.  Scarth,  2 
K.  &  J.  33  ;  Rudd  v.  Lascelles, 
1900,  1  Ch.  815,  820. 
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tion  (/),     And  the  defence  that  the  title  is  too  doubtful 

to  force  upon  an  unwilling  purchaser  may  be  raised  in 

such  proceedings  (k) .     Here  it  may  be  remarked  that  in  The  parties' 

a  Vendor  and  Purchaser  summons  the  position  of  each  P"^!*^"^^ 

J-  varies  accord - 

party,  as  regards  the  specific  performance  of  the  con-  ing  to  the 
tract,  is  determined,  not  by  the  incident  of  his  having  raised  by 
taken  out  or  being  a  respondent  to  the  summons,  but  either. 
by  the  contention,  which  he  raises  therein.  Thus  we 
have  seen  (/)  that  a  pm'chaser  insisting  as  plaintiff  on 
the  specific  performance  of  the  contract  must  accept 
such  title  as  the  vendor  has  contracted  or  is  able  to 
give ;  although  if  the  purchaser  were  the  defendant,  he 
might  be  able  to  require  a  better  title  as  the  condition 
of  the  vendor's  enforcing  specific  performance  against 
him.  There  may  be  the  same  difference  in  the  pur- 
chaser's position  in  a  Vendor  and  Purchaser  summons 
according  as  he  contends  that  the  vendor  shall  carry 
out  the  contract,  or  that  he  himself  is  not  liable  to 
perform  it  specifically.  But  he  may  himself  take  out  a 
Vendor  and  Purchaser  summons  to  establish  the  latter 
contention  (ni). 

If  the  controversy  be  whether  the  contract  has  been  Questions  of 
discharged  or  not  (n),  it  appears  that,  in  general,  this  of^the^con-"*^ 
cannot  be  determined  on  a  Vendor  and  Purchaser  sum-  tract, 
mons ;  for  such  a  contention   puts  in   issue   the  very 
existence  of  the  contract,  and  the  question  would,  in 
general,  be  one  of  controverted  fact  (o).     It  has  been  Discharge  by 


exercise  of 
an  expres 

determine  the  question,  whether  a  power  contained  in  power  of 


held,  however,  that  the  Court  has    iurisdiction   so  to       ^^„,„^^ 
■  "  J  an  express 


rescission. 


(i)  Above,  p.  1016.  D.  601  ;  He  Scott  ^  Alvarez's  con- 

„,    „     ,^       ^     ^    ^      -          ^  tract.l^'db.lCh..  b^Q;  Re  Eollis' 

[h)  Re  New  Land  Development  jj     'i^,,;   ^,  ^            jgOO,   2  Ch. 

Assoctatmi  f  Gray,  1892     2  Oh.  ^^^     ^^,  jj^^^.j,;,,.,,  ..  jyucox's  coji- 

138;  Re  Ilolhs  Hospital  S;  Hague  ^^,^^.      ^g^.^     ^    ^.^^_   ggg       ^^ 

1899,  2  Ch.  540  ;  Re  HandmanJ  166-168,  600,  n.  (/c). 

Wilcox's  contract,  1902,  1  Ch.  599.  ^^^s  Above  p.  975. 

{I)  Above,  pp.  69,  1013.  (o)  See  Re  Popple  %  Barratt,  25 

{m)  Re  Davis  ^-  Cavey,  40  Ch.  W.  R.  248. 
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the  contract  for  either  party  to  rescind  it  (such  as  the 
common  power  for  the  vendor  to  rescind  on  an  un- 
welcome requisition  (7;) ),  has  been  well  exercised  {q). 
This  was  so  decided  on  the  ground  that  the  Vendor  and 
Purchaser  Act  only  excluded  the  consideration  of  ques- 
tions of  the  initial  existence  or  validity  of  the  contract, 
and  did  not  prohibit  the  Court  from  pronouncing  on 
the  true  construction  of  a  power  to  rescind,  which  was 
an  express  term  of  the  agreement  itself  (r).  The  con- 
struction of  any  clause  contained  in  the  contract  may 
certainly  be  determined  in  a  Yendor  and  Purchaser 
summons  (s)  ;  but  it  is  submitted  that  the  excluded 
questions  are  not  only  those  relating  to  the  initial 
validity  or  existence  of  the  contract.  And  it  is  thought 
that  if  either  party  contend  that  the  contract  has  been 
discharged  by  mutual  assent  (/),  otherwise  than  under 
an  express  power  of  rescission,  and  the  other  party 
dispute  this,  the  controversy  could  only  be  determined 
Dischar^efor  by  the  Court  in  an  action.  As  to  discharge  for  im- 
oTperfonn-"^  possibility  of  performance  («),  it  appears  that  the  Court 
^°^^-  might  in  a  Yendor  and  Purchaser  summons  determine 

whether,  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  contract, 
the  sale  were  made  subject  to  such  a  condition  as  would, 
in  case  of  the  impossibility  of  its  fulfilment,  cause  the 
parties  to  be  discharged  from  their  agreement  (.r).  But 
if  this  were  decided  in  the  affirmative,  it  is  thought  that 
the  question,  whether  the  parties  were  in  fact  so  dis- 
charged, could  only  be  tried  in  an  action.  It  is  also 
submitted  that  an  action  is  the  proper  proceeding  for 
the  trial  of  disputed  questions  of  fact,  as  to  whether  the 
contract  has  been  discharged  by  bankruptcy  {y)  or  by 


[p)  Above,  pp.  147—150,  914,  contract,  37  Ch.  D.  44. 

915.  (,v)  Above,  p.  1016. 

{q)  This  point  is  established  by  \t\  Above,  pp.  907  sq. 

numerous  decisions  besides  that  /vat.  m^ 

cited  in  the  next  note  ;  see  cases  (")  ^^°^^'  P?"  ^^"^  '*• 

cited  above,  pp.  147—150.  W  Above,  p.  918. 

(r)    Br    Jnrh-aon   ^-    7J'ooiJhi<rn\s  {i/)  Above,  p.  921. 
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performance  (c),  or  whether  the  right  of  action  arising 
from  a  breach  of  the  contract  has  been  discharged  by 
any  means  (a),  or  barred  by  any  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions {b). 

It  has  been  decided  that  on  a  Vendor  and  Purchaser  Order  for 
summons  the  Court  may  not  only  answer  any  question  [JeTontraa 
properly  submitted  to  it,  but  may  also  direct  such  and  conse- 
things  to  be  done  as  would  be  the  natural  consequence  relief. 
of  the  Court's  decision.  If,  therefore,  a  purchaser  of 
land  take  out  a  summons  claiming  that  his  requisitions 
have  not  been  sufficiently  answered  and  that  a  good 
title  has  not  been  shown,  and  the  Court  uphold  his 
contention  (so  that  he  would  be  entitled  to  rescind  the 
contract,  or  to  claim  damages  for  its  breach  {c)  ),  the 
Court  has  jurisdiction  in  the  summons  to  make  an  order 
rescindins:  the  contract  and  to  order  the  vendor  to  return 
the  deposit  with  interest,  and  to  pay  the  pm'chaser's 
costs  of  investigating  the  title  (^7).  And  it  has  been 
further  held  that,  if  a  vendor  take  out  a  summons, 
claiming  that  he  has  shown  a  good  title,  and  the  Court 
decide  that  he  has  not,  the  purchaser  may  in  the  same 
proceeding  obtain  an  order  for  the  rescission  of  the 
contract,  repayment  of  the  deposit  with  interest,  and 
payment  of  his  costs  of  investigating  title  {c).  But  it 
is  considered  that  this  jurisdiction  does  not  go  beyond 
authorising  an  order  for  payment  to  the  purchaser  of 
such  expenses  as  he  could  recover  at  law  either  in  the 
event  of  his  rescinding  the  contract  (./)  or  as  damages 

(z)  Above,  p.  922.  ingham's  contract,  44  Ch.  D.  218, 

-  ,    .,  Q,,  222;  Re  3Iar  shall  i- SaWs  contract, 

{a)  ADove,  p.  Mil.  jgpi^^  2  Ch.  202,  206  ;  Be  Rare  cj- 

(J)  Above,  p.  943.  0' Mare's  contract,  1901,  1  Ch.  93, 

{.■)  Above,  pp.  937,  947.  96. 

(d)    Re   Eiqqins   &  mtcJunan's  {c)  Re   Higcjins    S;    Fercival,  59 

contract,  21  Ch.  D.  95  ;  Re  Ear-  L.    T.    213;  Re   Walker  i-   Oalc 

(/reaves  %  Thompson's  contract,  32  shotfs  contract,  1901,  2  Ch.  383. 
Ch.  D.  454  ;  Re  Bryant  ij-  Barn-  (/)  Above,  pp.  949,  950. 
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according  to  tlie  rule  in  Flurcau  v.  TliornJdU  (g)  ;  and 

that  if  the  purchaser  claim  substantial  damages,  as  for 

a  wilful  breach  of  the  vendor's   duty  to  convey  the 

"WTietheran     land  (/?),  he  must  assert  his  rights  by  action  (?').     It  is 

made^tvino-     ^  question  whether   the  Court   has  jurisdiction   on  a 

effect  to  the     Yendor  and  Purchaser  summons,  where  an  order  is  made 

Till  ro.  n  fl.SP.T  s 

lien.  Jit  the   purchaser's   instance   for  the  rescission  of  the 

contract,  to  make  a  further  order  establishing  the  pur- 
chaser's lien  for  the  deposit  and  interest  and  his  ex- 
penses of  investigating  title  (/»•) .  It  is  laid  down  in  the 
judgments  of  Pearson,  J.,  in  Be  Yeilding  and  West- 
hrook  (/)  and  Chitty,  J.,  in  Re  Neio  Land  Development 
Association  and  Gray  {in),  that  the  purchaser  is  entitled 
to  such  an  order ;  but  in  the  former  case  the  order  was 
not  in  fact  made  («),  and  in  the  latter  the  order  made 
was  affirmed  on  different  grounds  and  the  point  was  not 
dealt  with  in  the  Court  of  Appeal.  An  order  charging 
the  vendor's  interest  was  made  in  the  Irish  case  of  Re 
P nestle y  and  Davidson  (o) ;  but  in  England  it  has  not 
been  the  general  practice  for  pm^chasers  to  claim  or  for 
the  Court  to  make  an  order  {p) ;  and  it  does  not  appear 
that  this  question  has  ever  been  discussed  in  the  Court 
of  Appeal.  "We  have  seen,  however,  that  the  purchaser's 
right  to  a  lien  in  case  of  his  rescission  of  the  contract  is 
clearly  established  {q) ;  and  it  seems  to  be  just  as  much 
a  necessary  consequence  of  the  rescission  (r)  as  his  right 
to  recover  the  deposit,  with  interest,  and  his  costs  of 
investigating  title  from  the.  vendor  personally.  The 
point,  therefore,  seems  to  fall  within  the  principle  on 
which  the  jurisdiction  was  established  to  make  an  order 


[g)  2  W.  Black.  1078  ;  above,  {m)  1892,  2  Ch.  138,  146. 

p.  961.  (>t)  Seton  on  Judgments,  2269, 

(/<)  See  above,  pp.  962,  963,  968.  6th  ed. 

(i)  Re  Hargreaves  cf-  Thompson'' s  (o)  31  L.  R.  Ir.  122. 

contract,  32  Ch.  D.  454,  457,  459  ;  [p)    See    cases     cited     above, 

Be    Wihons    ($■    Stevens''    contract,  p.  1021,  n.  ((j?)  ;  Seton  on  Decrees, 

1894,  3  Ch.  546.  2266,  2267. 

{k)  Above,  p.  950.  {q)  Above,  p.  950. 

(/)  31  Ch.  D.  344,  345.  (/■)  See  above,  p.  1021. 
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on  summons  against  the  vendor  personally  for  payment 
of  these  items  (.s). 

"We  have  already  pointed  out  (t)  the  ciu-ious  conse- 
quences arising  from  the  fact  that  whilst  the  applicant 
and  respondent  in  a  Vendor  and  Purchaser  summons  are 
in  the  position  of  parties  to  an  action  for  specific  per- 
formance as  regards  the  determination  of  the  particular 
question  raised  (u),  they  are  in  the  position  of  parties  to 
an  action  at  law  with  respect  to  any  consequential  order 
for  the  repayment  of  the  deposit. 

It  has  been  held  that  when  a  party  to  the  contract  Course  to  be 

-TT-       -,  1    T-.        1  taken  on  non- 

has  ohtamed  m  a  Vendor  and  Purchaser  summons  an  compliance 
order  in  his  favom%  and  the  other  party  makes  default  ^ith  an  order 
in   compliance   therewith,   the  proper   course   for    the  v.  &  P.  sum- 
former  to  take  is  to  apply  to  the  Court  for  the  enforce-  '^°^^' 
ment  of  the  order,  and  not  to  bring  an  action  for  specific 
performance  of  the  contract  or  for  damages  (.r).     Of 
course,  any   order  made  in   a   Vendor   and  Purchaser 
summons,  that  either  party  shall  do  some  act  or  pay 
some  money,  may  be  enforced  by  appropriate  process  of 
execution  (i/) .     We  may  observe,  however,  that  although  Where  a 
the  Court  may  make  a  declaration  on  such  a  summons  ^^^^  \^  made, 
that  the  vendor  has  sutficiently  answered  the  purchaser's 
requisitions,  and  can  make  a  good  title  to  the  property 
sold,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  Court  has  ever  made 
an  order  in  these  proceedings  that  the  contract  shall  be 
specifically  performed  {z).     And.  in  default  of  any  such 

(s)  Above,  p.  1021.  of  Kekewicb,  J.,  in  Ec  WaVis  (J- 

(0  Above,  pp.  32,  165  sq.  ^''r'V'f'  f "/'''"''  i^^^'   ^  P]"' 

)\    ^,  i„,.  515,   519—521,  on  the  propriety 

(«)  -^^ove,  p.  lOlG.  ^f    determining   in  a   V.    &    P. 

(x)     Thompson     v.    Rbuier,    29  summons    the    general   question 

W.  R.  520,  1881,  AV.  N.  48.  whether  a  good  title  has  or  has 

[y)  R.  S.  C.  1883,  Ord.  XLII.  not  been  shown.     The  practice  of 

rr.  3,  7,  24  ;  Seton  on  Judgments,  so  doing  has,  however,  the  sanc- 

421  sq.,  6th  ed.  sion  of  the  Court  of  Appeal ;  Re 

{z)  See    Seton    on   Judgments,  Burroughs,  Lynn  4'-  Hcxton,  5  Ch. 

2264  sq.,  6th  ed.  ;  and  see  above,  D.  601  ;  lie  Eorgrcaves  <Sf  Thomp- 

p.  1021.  And  see  the  observations  soli's  cmiiract,  32  Ch.  D.  454. 
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order  it  is  difficiilt  to  see  what  process  of  execution  could 
issue  to  coerce  a  party  who  acted  iu  disregard,  not 
exactly  of  a  declaration  made  against  him,  hut  merely 
of  the  logical  effect  of  such  a  declaration.  In  one  cele- 
brated case,  in  which  the  Court  of  Appeal  had  made 
such  a  declaration  on  a  Vendor  and  Purchaser  summons, 
and  the  purchaser  declined,  on  the  ground  of  objections 
subsequently  discovered,  to  complete  the  contract,  the 
vendor  brought  an  action  for  specific  performance  of 
the  contract ;  and  it  does  not  appear  that  the  propriety 
of  this  com'se  was  questioned  (a).  In  that  case  the 
purchaser  counter-claimed,  by  leave  of  the  Court,  to 
review  the  previous  decision  in  the  matter,  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  obtained  in  ignorance  of  material 
facts,  which  were  then  unknown  to  him  and  which  he 
had  subsequently  discovered,  but  could  not,  with  reason- 
able diligence,  have  discovered  any  earlier ;  and  in  the 
event  he  was  enabled  to  avoid  specific  performance  of 
the  contract.  If,  however,  the  purchaser  had  had  no 
such  ground  of  defence  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
vendor  could  have  taken  any  other  proceedings  than  an 
action  for  specific  performance,  in  order  to  enforce 
compliance  with  the  logical  result  of  the  declaration 
that  he  had  shown  a  good  title. 


Contract  to 
grant  a  lease. 


Voluntary 
srift. 


An  application  by  way  of  Vendor  and  Purchaser 
summons  may  be  made  in  case  of  a  contract  to  grant  a 
lease  of  land  {b),  as  well  as  of  a  sale  of  leaseholds  (r). 
But  such  proceedings  are  not  applicable  to  a  voluntary 
gift  of  or  a  gratuitous  promise  to  convey  land.  They 
may,  however,  be  taken  in  the  case  of  a  contract  for  a 
nominal  consideration  (d). 


{a)  lie  Scott  ^-Alvarez's  contract, 
1895,  1  Ch.  596,  609,  610,  1895, 
2  Ch.  603  ;  above,  pp.  167,  168. 

[b)  Re  Lander  S;  Bagleifs  con- 


tract,  1892,  3  Ch.  41. 

(c)  See  above,  p.  78,  n.  [k). 

(d)  Me  Marquis  of  Salisbury,  23 
W.  R.  824. 
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Applications  under  tlie  Yendor  and  Purchaser  Act,  Form  of 
1874  (e),  are  made  by  summons  intituled  in  tlie  matter  ^^^ 
of  the  agreement  and  in  the  matter  of  the  Act.  The 
title  of  the  summons  should  state  shortly  the  date  of 
the  contract,  the  parties  thereto,  and  the  particulars  of 
the  property  comprised  therein  (/).  The  summons 
may,  if  the  judge  thinks  fit,  be  adjourned  from  chambers 
into  Court  and  vice  verm  {(/).  Excej^t  in  simple  cases, 
such  summonses  usually  are  adjourned  into  Court. 

Appeals  from  any  order  made  in  a  Yendor  and  Pur-  Appeals  from 
chaser  summons  must,  except  by  special  leave  of  the  y'^f'p"'^. 
Court  of  Appeal,  be  brought  within  fourteen  days.  mens. 
This  period  is  to  be  calculated,  in  the  case  of  an  appeal 
from  an  order  made  in  chambers,  from  the  time  when 
the  order  was  pronounced  or  when  the  appellant  first 
had  notice  thereof,  and  in  all  other  cases  from  the  time 
at  which  the  order  is  signed,  entered,  or  otherwise 
perfected;  or,  in  the  case  of  the  refusal  of  an  appli- 
cation, from  the  date  of  such  refusal  (A).  Fourteen 
days'  notice  of  appeal  must  be  given  (/).  It  is  thought 
that  orders  so  made  are  in  general  fiual  and  not  inter- 
locutory orders ;  so  that,  under  the  Judicature  Act, 
1894  (A-),  leave  to  appeal  therefrom  is  not  necessary. 
Such  orders  certainly  appear  to  dispose  finally  of  the 
rights  of  the  parties  (which  is  the  characteristic  quality 
of  a  final  order  (/)  )  in  every  case  where  a  general 
declaration  is  made  in  favour  of  or  against  the  title  (m), 
or  where  an  order  for  the  rescission  of  the  contract  is 

(e)  Above,  pp.  1015,  lOlG.  U7. 

(/)  Seton  ou  Judgments,  2269,  {t)  R.  S.  C.  Ord.  LVIII.  r.  3. 

6th     ed.  ;     Daniell's     Chancery  {k)  Stat.   57   &  58  Vict.  c.  16, 

Forms,  1201,  5th  ed.  s.  1. 

iff)  R.  S.  C.  Ord.  LIV.  r.  9.  (1)  He  Stockton  Iron  Furnace  Co., 

(/»)  R.  S.  C.  Ord.  LVIII.  rr.  9,  10   Ch.  D.   335,   345  ;  £ozson  v. 

15  ;  Jie  Bhjth  ^-  Young,  13  Ch.  D.  Altnuchnm    Urban   Council,  1903, 

416  ;  Re  Rwketts  &;  Avoit's  con-  1  K.  B.  547,  548. 

tract,  1890,  W.N.  IG  ;  He  Walker  (m)  Above,  pp.    lOlG,    1023   & 

^-  Oakshotfs  contract,  1902,  "W.  N.  n.  {z). 
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made  (ii),  or  where  the  logical  result  of  the  judgment 
given  in  the  summons  is  to  settle  the  question  whether 
an  action  for  sj)ecific  performance  or  damages  could  be 
successfully  maintained.  As  we  have  seen,  a  judgment 
of  this  kind  appears  to  debar  the  parties  from  raising 
any  question  thereby  determined  in  a  subsequent  action 
on  the  contract  (o) . 


Purchaser's 
remedies  iu 
case  of  the 
discovery 
after  com- 
pletion of  a 
defect  of 
title. 


§  5. — Of  the  Piu'chascr^s  Remedies  for  Disturhance 
(fter  Completion. 

If  after  completion  of  the  contract  the  purchaser 
discover  that  he  has  obtained  a  defective  title  to  the 
land  sold,  so  that  he  is  liable  to  be  ejected  therefrom  or 
disturbed  in  his  enjoyment  thereof  by  some  stranger  to 
the  contract  of  sale,  we  have  seen  [p)  that  his  only 
remedies  are,  (1)  to  bring  an  action  of  deceit  or  for 
rescission  of  the  contract,  if  the  vendor  have  been  guilty 
oi  fraudulent  misrepresentation  {q) ;  (2)  to  sue  for  com- 
pensation if  the  contract  contained  an  express  agreement 
for  compensation  so  worded  as  to  be  applicable  to  the 
case  (>•) ;  (3)  to  sue  for  damages  if  the  vendor  have 
given  an  express  warranty  of  his  ownership  of  or  right 
to  sell  the  land  (s) ;  (4)  to  sue  for  rescission  of  the 
contract  and  the  return  of  the  purchase  money,  if  the 
agreement  of  sale  were  entered  into  under  a  mistake, 
common  to  both  parties,  as  to  some  fact  which  was  a 
condition  precedent  to  their  contracting  {t) ;  (5)  to  sue 
upon  the  vendor's  covenants  for  title  (if  any)  contained 


{h)  Above,  p.  1021. 

{(j)  Above,  p.  1023.  And  note 
that,  even  where  an  action  for 
specific  performance  may  be 
necessary  to  give  effect  to  a 
declaration  made  in  a  V.  &  P. 
summons,  the  question  already 
determined  in  the  summons  can- 
not be  reopened  except  on  a 
counter-claim    by    way     of     an 


action  for  review  ;  above,  p.  1024. 

{j))  Above,  pp.  540,  576 — 578, 
732,  932,  933,  948. 

{q)  Above,  pp.  540,  577,  578, 
722  sq. 

{)•)  Above,  pp.  55,  540,  642— 
044. 

(,v)  Above,  j)P-  540,  576 — 578, 
728,  732,  736. 

[t)  Above,  pp.  695—697. 
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in  the  conveyance  {u)  ;  and  (6)  to  sue  upon  any  other 
covenants  for  title  of  which  the  benefit  runs  with  the 
land  sold,  and  has  so  devolved  upon  the  purchaser  {x). 

Of  these  remedies,  the  first  three  have  been  already 
sufiiciently   examined  (//).       But   the    reader    may   be 
reminded  that  the  common  form  of  express  agreement 
to  make  compensation  for  errors  of  description  is  not 
applicable  where  the  whole  property  described  in  the 
conveyance  has  been  assured  by  the  conveyance,  but 
the  purchaser  has  been  subsequently  ejected  from  a  part 
of  it  owing  to  a  defect  in  the  vendor's  title  (;:) .     And 
an  express  agreement  in  the  contract  of  sale  to  make 
compensation  for  any  defect  in  the  vendor's  title  would 
be  a  very  unusual  stipulation ;    as  would  also   be  an 
express  warranty  of  the  vendor's  ownership.    Still,  such 
stipulations  may  possibly  be  made.    The  fourth  remedy 
above  mentioned  has  also  been  considered  in  the  chapter 
on  Mistake  (a) .     But  we  may  add  here  that  it  appears  Where  the 
that,  if  the  parties  to  a  sale  of  land  had  agreed  thereto  mrdrundLr^ 
on  the  express  understanding  that  the  vendor  was  full  a  common 
owner  of  the  land  sold  (the  vendor  believing  this  to  be  the  vendor's 
true),  so  that  the  fact  of  the  vendor's  ownership  was  a  *^*^®- 
condition  precedent  to  their  uniting  in  the  formation  of 
the  contract,  and  it  were  found  out  after  completion 
that  the  vendor  and  purchaser  were  both  mistaken  in 
this    assumption,    the   vendor's   title   being   wholly  or 
partially  defective,  then  the  purchaser  would  be  entitled 
to  rescind  the  contract  and  recover  the  price  paid  {h). 
Thus,  in  Crlpps  v.  Beach'  (b),  a  vendor  of  leaseholds  had  Crippsv. 
acquired  the  term  by  succession  from  a  person,  whom  he  ■"""^'^^• 
believed  to  be  the  lawful  administrator  of   a  former 
owner.    The  vendor  told  the  purchaser  that  the  premises 


{u)  Above,  pp.  575  s^'.  (z)  Deheiihamy.Saicbi-idt/e, 1901, 

/  \    /VT.„„«   ^^    Roo     Ko^  2  Ch.  98:  above,  p.  G42. 

m    Above,  pp.  082 — 584.  /    \      au  rn^       cn-r 

^  '  '  ^^  (ff)  Above,  pp.  69o — 697. 

{;/)  See  notes  (q,  r,  s),  above.  [b]  G  T.  R.  606. 
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were  liis  riglit  and  property  to  do  what  he  liked  with, 
and  if  anything  happened  he  would  see  the  purchaser 
righted.  Whereupon  the  purchaser  paid  the  price  and 
took  possession,  the  lease  being  handed  over  to  him,  but 
no  conveyance  executed.  It  turned  out  that  the  ad- 
ministrator through  whom  the  plaintiff  claimed  was  not 
a  lawful  administrator.  A  rightful  administrator  was 
appointed,  and  recovered  the  premises  by  ejectment. 
The  purchaser  then  sued  the  vendor  to  recover  the  price 
as  money  had  and  received  to  the  purchaser's  use.  It 
was  contended  that  the  only  action  (if  any)  that  could 
be  maintained  was  upon  the  special  warranty  of  the 
vendor's  ownership  (c).  But  it  was  considered  that  the 
parties  had  contracted  on  the  express  assumption  that 
the  vendor  was  the  rightful  owner  of  the  term ;  and  it 
w^as  held  that,  as  this  was  a  mistake,  the  money  had 
been  paid  under  a  mistake  of  fact  and  was  recoverable 
accordingly  [d).  No  doubt  in  this  case  no  conveyance 
had  been  executed ;  but  w^e  have  seen  that  where  the 
contract  has  been  entered  into  under  a  common  mistake 
of  fact,  it  may  be  rescinded  after  completion  [e).  It 
should  be  observed  that  contracts  for  the  sale  of  land 
made  in  the  ordinary  form,  where  the  purchaser  trusts 
for  his  security  to  his  own  investigation  of  the  title 
shown,  are  not  entered  into  upon  the  express  condition 
that  the  vendor  is  the  owner  of  the  whole  estate  sold ; 
and  no  such  condition  is  implied  therein  (/). 


(c)  No  doubt  in  this  case  there  tion  as  to  a  matter  of  j^rivate  right 

was  an  express  warranty  of  the  (as  that  A.  is  the  owner  of  Blaok- 

Tendor's     ownership,     and     this  acre)  is  a  mistake  or  representa- 

would  have  enabled  the  purchaser  tion  of  fact,  see  above,  pp.  697, 

to  recover  the  price,  as  damages,  736. 

although  he  had  taken  a  convey-  /  \    a  ^               pqc 

ance  of   the  land  sold  ;    above,  ^"^  Above,  p.  bJO. 

p.  1026  &  n.  (.$).     But  the  action  (/)  ^eeBreeY.  Eolbcch, IJiowg. 

brought  was  not  in  form  an  action  6o4  ;  and  other  cases  cited  above, 

on  such  warranty.  pp.  577,  n.  (w),  732,  n.   (/;),  933, 

{(l)  Above,    -p.    755    &    n.    {ii).  n.  [p);   Clare  \.  Lamb,  L.  R.   10 

And  that  a  mistake  or  representa-  C.  P.  334. 
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Lot  US  now  turn  our  attention  to  the  purchaser's  Remedy  on 
remedies  on  covenants  for  title.  "We  have  seen  {(j)  that  tj^J^ 
these  may  be  either  against  the  vendor  himself  on  the 
covenants  for  title  contained  or  implied  by  statute  (A) 
in  tlie  conveyance,  or  against  some  predecessor  in  title 
of  the  vendor's  on  covenants,  which  were  given  by  him 
and  of  which  the  benefit  has  devolved  on  the  purchaser 
along  with  the  land  conveyed  to  him.  In  either  case 
the  covenants  may  have  been  in  common  or  the  statutory 
form,  or  they  may  have  been  made  in  special  terms 
conferring  a  larger  or  a  more  restricted  guarantee  of 
indemnity  than  is  usually  given  (/).  The  effect  of  cove- 
nants of  the  latter  kind,  of  course,  depends  on  the  parti- 
cular terms  in  which  they  are  expressed  (/.•).  Covenants 
for  title  in  common  or  statutory  form  (that  is  to  say, 
the  usual  covenants  for  right  to  convey,  quiet  enjoy- 
ment, freedom  from  incumbrances,  and  further  assurance, 
or  that  a  lease  is  valid  (/) ) ,  are  either  absolute  or  qualified ; 
absolute  covenants  for  title  being  given  upon  a  mort- 
gage (;«),  but  not  usually  on  any  other  occasion,  and 
qualified  covenants  being  generally  entered  into  upon  a 
sale,  and  being  then  so  restricted  as  to  avail  only  against 
a  defect  of  title  arising  from  the  acts,  omissions,  or 
sufferances    of   the   vendor   himself    and    any    of    his 

[q)  Above,  pp.  933,  948.  600.     Covenants  against  a  man's 

('/()  Above,  pp.  575,  581,  585.  dcfattUs  give  a  wider  remedy  than 

(i)  See  above,  pp.  575  sq.,  581,  those  concerning    only  his  acts, 

588  ■    Davidson,     Prec.      Conv.,  omissions  and  sufferances ;  Sug. 

vol.  2,  pt.   1,  pp.   379  &  n.,  381,  V.  &  P.  602,  603  ;  2  Dart,  V.  & 

4th  ed.  ^        '  ^^  P.  885.     And  see  Sug.  V.  &  P. 

{Ic)  Thus  covenants  against  the  599—604,  610—615;   2  Dart,  V. 

acts  of   all   persons  claiming  or  &  P.  883  sq.     As  to  questions,  to 

pretending  to  claim  any  right  are  what  extent  covenants  for  title, 

broken  by  a  wrongful  eviction  ;  not  made  in  common  form,  are 

Chaplain   v.    Sonthgate,    10    Mod.  limited  by  restrictive  exi^ressions 

384  ;  Sug.  "V.  &  P.  600.     Cove-  used  therein,  see  Sug.  V.   &  P. 

nantslimited  to  toi//M/ disturbance  605  sq.  ;  2  Dart,  V.  &  P.  889. 

by  specified  persons  are  broken  by  {I)  Above,  pp.  575,  576,  581. 

entry  under  a  claim,  though  un-  [in)  Davidson,      Prec.     Conv. 

founded,    of   right,    but    not    by  vol.  1,  p.  121,  4th  cd.,  97,  5th  ed. 

wrongful  acts  not  done  under  any  vol.   2,    pt.    2,   p.    110,    4th    ed. 

assertion  of  title;  Lloyd  v.  Tom-  Wms.  Real  Prop.  589,  19th  ed. 

k\€s,  1  T.  R.  671  ;  Siig.  V.  &  P.  above,  p.  581,  n.  {!). 
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predecessors  in  title  subsequent  to  the  last  previous 
conveyance  of  the  land  for  valuable  consideration  other 
than  marriage  (u).  As  a  rule,  the  purchaser's  only 
remedy  against  his  own  vendor  is  on  the  usual  vendor's 
qualified  covenants  for  title ;  and  his  remedy  against 
any  previous  vendor  will  generally  be  of  the  same  kind. 
Covenants  for  title  running  with  the  land  may,  however, 
include  some  previous  mortgagor's  absolute  covenants 
for  title ;  this  will  be  so  when  the  land  has  been  sold 
under  the  mortgagee's  power  of  sale  or  foreclosed  (o). 
But  we  have  seen  (p)  that  when  lands  are  sold  by  a 
mortgagor  and  conveyed  with  the  concurrence  of  the 
mortgagee,  the  vendor's  qualified  covenants  for  title 
then  usually  given  by  the  mortgagor  to  the  purchaser 
a^jpear  to  supersede  and  to  deprive  liim  of  the  benefit 
of  the  absolute  covenants  contained  in  the  mortgage 
deed. 


Absolute  Absolute  covenants  for   title   are   not   restricted   in 

titleT\^il  ^^^'^s  ^^  ^^  ^^  avail  only  against  the  acts,  &c.  of  any 
only  against  particular  persons  (q)  ;  they  are  applicable  in  case  of 
claims.  ^i^J  defect  of   title  arising   from    any   adverse  estate, 

interest  or  claim  outstanding  in  any  person  or  persons 
whomsoever.  They  are,  however,  limited  by  judicial  con- 
struction to  knvfitl  eviction  or  disturbance  by  any  per- 
son ;    that  is  to  say,  they  only  guarantee  indemnity 


(?^)  This  is  the  qualification  of  for  title  entered  into  upon  a  sale, 

the  statvitory  covenants  implied  see  Davidson,  Pree.  Con  v.,  vol.  2, 

by  conveying  as  beneficial  owner  pt.  1,  pja.  232,  237,  4th  ed.  :  stat. 

upon   a   finale.     Vendor's  express  44  &  4 '>  Vict.  c.  41,  s.  7  (1  A,  B.); 

covenants   for   title    in    the    old  Wms.RealProp.  595,603, 19th ed. 

common  form  were  limited  to  the  i  \   i-\     -i             -n            r^ 

acts,   &c.  of  the  vendor  himself  W/'avidso„,      Free.      Cony 

and  his  predecessors  in  title  sub-  ^f'^^   P;,n    /.i,  ^  ^     '  '"''  *   ^' 

sequent  to  the  last  previous  sale  P*'  ^^  P-  ^0,  4th^ed. 

or    other    conveyance    for  value  {p)  Above,  p.  578. 

■whereon  proper  covenants  for  title  {q)  Davidson,      Free.      Cony., 

were  jiiven  ;  above,  pp.  575,  576,  vol.  2,  pt.  2,  pp.  110,  314,  4th  ed. ; 

681,  585.     For  the  common  and  stat.   44  &   45  Vict.  c.   41,  s.   7 

the  statutory  forms  of  covenants  (1  C). 
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against  adverse  claims  Avliicli  are  riglifj'iil  {r).  If  a 
purcliaser  be  wrongfully  ejected  from  or  distm-bed  in 
his  enjoyment  of  the  land  sold  after  completion  of  the 
sale,  he  must  pursue  the  proper  legal  remedies  against 
the  wrongdoer,  and  cannot  successfully  seek  indemnity 
under  any  absolute  covenants  for  title  in  common  form, 
of  which  he  is  entitled  to  the  benefit.     But  the  usual  Qualified 

covenants 

qualified  covenants   for  title   have   a   different  effect ;  a^-ainst  all 
they  apply  in  terms  to   all  acts,  &c.  of  the  particular  Jf  f^'j^JlJ^fu}^ 
persons  specified  therein.     If,  therefore,  any  of  these  of  the  persons 
persons  wrongfully  evict  or  disturb  the  purchaser,  the 
latter  may  take  action  under  the   covenants  for  quiet 
enjoyment  undisturbed  by  the  wrongdoer's  acts,  incum- 
brances or  claims  (.s) . 

One   most    important   consequence    of    the    regular  Purchaser's 
limitation  of  a  vendor's  covenants  for  title  (/)  is  that,  ^^^le  piTra-^ 
if  the  purchaser  be  ejected  or  disturbed,  after  the  land  mount. 
has  been  conveyed  to  him,  by  some  person  rightfully 
claiming  by  title  paramount  to  that  of  the  vendor  and 
of  those  against  whose  acts,  &c.  the  vendor  has  cove- 
nanted, the  purchaser  has  no  cause  of  action  upon  the 
covenants  (?f).     Nor  has  he  in  such  case  any  right  or 
equity  to  recover  the  purchase  money,  if  fully  paid  (.r) , 
or  to  resist  payment  of  any  part  thereof  which  may 
remain  due  to  the  vendor  (//).     But,  of  com-se,  absolute 

(r)  DKcUei/ y.  FoUiott,   3  T.  R.  and  see  cases  cited  above,  p.  1028, 

584;  Sug.  V.  &  P.  600.  n.  (/). 

(.s)  Foster  v.  Mapcs,  Cro.  Eliz.  (y)  Above,   p.    932.      Here   it 

212,    213 ;  JS^ash  v.  Faluur,  5  M.  may  be  noted  that  if,  before  the 

&   S.   374;   Foiclev.  TTtlsJi,   1    B.  conveyance  has  been  fully  exe- 

&  C.  29  ;  Sug.  V.  &  P.  600.  cuted,   either  the  vendor  or  the 

(;;)  Above,  pp.  575,  576,  581.  purchaser,  having  been  let  into 

(u)  Above,   p.    571  ;    and    see  possession,  be  ejected  by  any  one 

Thackeray    v.    Wood,   5   B.    &    S.  claiming  under  a  title  paramount 

325,  6  B!  &  S.  766.  to   the   vendor's,    the    purchaser 

[x]  3Iai/nnrd^s  case,  2  Freem.  1,  can  recover  any  purchase  money 

3  Swanst.  651;    Thomas  y.  Powell,  already  paid   by  him  and  resist 

2   Cox,   394  ;    Urinntou  v.  Pate,  4  payment  of  any  part  of  the  price 

Cruise  Dig.   390,  cited  Walceman  that    remains    unpaid,    notwith- 

V.    Jtiithnid,    3    Ves.     233,    235  ;  standing   that   he    had   accepted 

Tijlee  V.  JFcbb,  14  Beav.   14,  17  ;  the    title,   and    that   under    the 
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Covenant  for 
right  to  con- 
ver,  "when, 
broken. 


covenants  for  title  extend  to  tlie  case  of  any  lawful  (::) 
eviction  bj  title  paramount  to  the  vendor's. 

The  usual  covenant  for  right  to  convey  is  broken  if 
by  reason  of  any  act,  omission  or  sufferance  on  the  part 
of  any  person,  whose  acts,  &c.  are  covenanted  against, 
the  conveying  party  or  parties  had  not,  at  the  time  of 
the  execution  of  the  conveyance,  such  right  as  enabled 
him  or  them  to  make  a  valid  assurance  of  the  land  in 
the  manner  expressed  in  the  deed  (a).  And  it  appears, 
according  to  the  balance  of  authority,  that  a  breach  of 
this  covenant  caused  by  the  absence  of  the  riglit  con- 
tracted for  is  entire  and  complete  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  the  conveyance,  so  that  the  Statute  of 
Limitations  will  begin  to  run  in  the  covenantor's  favour 
as  from  that  date  {b),  notwithstanding  that  the  cove- 
nantee be  ignorant  of  the  breach  {c).     If,  however,  the 


vendor's  covenants  for  title  he 
would  have  had  no  guarantee  of 
indemnity  against  the  ejector's 
rights ;  Cripps  v.  Rcade,  6  T.  R. 
606  (as  to  which,  see  above, 
p.  1027) ;  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  3  B. 
&  P.  162;  Sug.  V.  &  P.  549. 
The  reason  of  this  is  that  the 
lawful  ejectment  of  the  vendor, 
or  of  the  purchaser  holding  pos- 
session with  the  vendor's  assent, 
before  completion,  makes  it  im- 
possible for  the  vendor  duly  to 
fulfil  the  agreement  by  conveying 
the  land  tcitit  the  right  to  possession. 
The  vendor,  therefore,  is  obliged 
to  commit  such  a  breach  of  the 
contract  as  entitles  the  vendor  to 
rescind  it  and  to  recover  all  sums 
paid  on  account  of  the  pi  ice ;  see 
above,  pp.  5o9,  538—540,  936— 
938,947-949.  If,  however,  the 
purchaser  had  agreed  to  buy  such 
interest  or  title  as  the  vendor  had 
(see  above,  pp.  163,  570),  he 
would  be  bound  to  perform  the 
contract,  and  could  not  recover 
any  purchase  money  paid  or  resist 
payment  of  the  price,  although 
the  vendor,  or  he  himself  having 
been    let    into    possession,   were 


ejected  by  title  paramount  before 
the  contract  had  been  completed 
by  conveyance ;  Early  v.  Garret, 
9  B.  &  C.  928  ;  and  see  Best  v, 
llamand,  12  Ch.  D.  1  ;  above, 
p.  165.  As  to  the  purchaser's 
duty  in  such  a  case  to  perform 
the  contract  specifically,  see 
Ivenney  v.  Wexham,  6  Madd.  355  ; 
mUcinson  v.  Torkinc/ton,  2  T.  &  C. 
Ex.  726  ;  Fry,  Sp.'Perf.  §§  914— 
921,  3rd  ed. 

(;)  Above,  p.  1030. 

[a)  Bradshau-''s  case,  9  Rep. 
60b;  S.  C,  noiii.  Salmon  y.  Brad- 
shau',  Cro.  Jac.  304  ;  Kxngdon  v. 
Nottle,  1  M.  &  S.  355,  365  ;  Sug. 
V.  &  P.  610  ;  Spoor  v.  Green, 
L.  R.  9  Ex.  99,  109,  110,  116; 
David  V.  Sabin,  1893,  1  Ch.  523 ; 
Turnery.  Moon,  1901,  2  Ch.  825. 

{b)  Turnery.  Moon,  1901,  2  Ch. 
825,  adopting  the  judgment  of 
Bramwell,  B.,  in  preference  to 
that  of  Kelly,  C.  B.,  in  Spoor  v. 
Green,  L.  R.  9  Ex.  99 ;  2  Dart, 
V.  &  P.  781,  5th  ed.  ;  881,  6th  ed. 

{c)  Short  V.  McCarthy,  3  B.  &  A. 
626 ;  Houeli  v.  Young,  5  B.  &  C. 
259. 


right  tf» 
convev. 
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breaeli  of  covenant  were  fraudulently  concealed  hy  the 
covenantor,  it  appears  that  according  to  the  present 
law  the  statute  will  not  begin  to  run  until  the  time 
wlien  the  fraud  was  or  might  with  reasonable  diligence 
have  been  discovered  (r/).  In  all  these  respects,  a  cove- 
nant for  the  validity  of  a  lease  and  the  ordinary  trus- 
tee's or  mortgagee's  covenant  against  incumbrances  (/■) 
appear  to  stand  on  the  same  footing  as  the  covenant 
for  right  to  convey  (f). 

It  is  a  breach  of  the  usual  vendor's  qualified  covenant  Examples  of 
for  right  to  convey  if  the  land  assured  remain  subject  to  the  usual 
any  outstanding  estate,   interest,  mortgage,  charge  or  ^^''^vfl'''^ 
claim,   whether  at  law  or  in   equity  (r/),  to  which  the  covenant  for 
conveyance  was  not  expressly  made  subject,  and  which 
was  created  or  caused  by  any  act,  omission,  or  sufferance 
of  any  person  comprehended  in  the  covenant  (h) .     This 
is  the  case  if  the  vendor,  or  any  of  his  predecessors  in 
title  specified  in  the  covenant,  had  been  bankrupt  before 
the  conveyance,  and  the  estate  sold  remained   in  the 
trustee  in  the  bankruptcy  (/) ;  or  if  the  vendor  or  any 
such  predecessor  as  aforesaid  had  created  any  mortgage 
or  lease  of  the  land  sold  and  the  same  had  not  been 
completely  got  in  or  extinguished  before  or  by  the  con- 
veyance (/.•) ;   or  if   the  vendor  sold   as  devisee  of   the 
entire  fee  simple  but  in  truth  took  a  life  estate  only 
under  the  will  (/)  ;  or  if  the  vendor  or  any  such  jire- 
decessor  had  jireviously  sold  and  conveyed  away  a  part 
of  the  land  which  he  purported  to  assure  (;;^),  or  had 
granted  rights  of  way  or  any  other  easement  over  the 

(d)  GihhsY.  Guild,  9   Q.  B.  D.       1901,  2  Ch.  825. 
59.  (i)  Jeiildns  v.  Jonoi,  9  Q.  B.  D. 

[e]  Above,  pp.   575,   578,   581,       128. 
582.  (Jc)  David  V.  Sabiii,  1893,  1  Ch. 

(/)  2  Dart,  V.  &  P.  881.  523. 

(f/)  See  above,  p.  973,  n.  (d).  {!)  Tagp   v.    Midland    Jiij.    Co., 

[h)  See  Sjjoorx.  Green,  L.  E.  9  1891,  1  Ch.  11. 

Ex.  99,  110,  IIG;  Bavidx.  Sabin,  (;«)  Man  v.  Flatf,   1900,  1  Ch. 

1893,  1  Ch.  523  ;   Tamer  v.  Moo»,  G16. 

^V. — TI.  21 
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land  (n)  ;  or  if  the  vendor  selling  as  tenant  in  fee  had 
previously  made  a  settlement  of  the  laud,  under  which 
he  was  entitled  for  his  own  life  only  (o).  Tlie  covenant 
is  also  broken  if  the  vendor  or  any  party  concurring  by 
his  direction  in  the  conveyance  were  under  any  legal 
incapacity  (as  infancy,  coverture,  &c.  (p) )  which  pre- 
vented the  conveyance  from  taking  valid  effect  as 
expressed  (q).  It  should  be  particularly  observed  that 
if  the  vendor  or  any  other  person  whose  acts,  &c.  are 
covenanted  against,  made  a  prior  conveyance  of  any 
kind  and  the  whole  estate  or  interest  then  conveyed 
have  not  been  got  in  before  or  by  the  assurance  to  the 
purchaser,  the  defect  of  title  is  owing  to  the  act  of  the 
j)6rso^  who  made  the  prior  eonvej^ance,  notwithstanding 
that  the  outstanding  estate  or  interest  were  not  created 
by  him,  but  wore  made  without  his  knowledge  by  some 
person  claiming  under  the  prior  conveyance.  Thus,  in 
David  Y.  David  V.  Scthiii  {)•),  A.  granted  a  lease  of  land  to  B.  for 

ninety-nine  years,  and  B.  mortgaged  the  land  by  demise. 

B.  then  surrendered  the  term  to  A.  for  valuable  con- 
sideration, without  disclosing  to  him  the  existence  of 
the  mortgage.  Afterwards  A.  sold  and  conveyed  the 
land  to  B.  in  fee,  entering  into  the  statutory  covenants 
for  title ;  and  B.  mortgaged  the  land  to  X.  in  fee,  and 
then  X.  and  B.  together  sold  and  conveyed  the  land  to 

C.  B.'s  mortgagee  by  demise  having  subsequently 
established  his  charge  on  the  land  in  an  action  against 
C,  C.  sued  A.  on  the  statutory  covenants  for  title  im- 
plied in  A.'s  conveyance  to  B.  And  it  was  held  by  the 
Court  of  Appeal,  reversing  the  decision  of  Romer,  J., 
that,  as  the  granting  of  the  lease  was  the  act  of  A.,  he 
had  committed  a  breach  of  his  covenant  for  right  to 
convey,  and   it  was  immaterial   that   the  actual   out- 

(«)  Turner  v.  Iloon,  1901,  2  Ch.  {p)  Above,  pp.  784  sq. 

825 ;    Great    Western   liii.    Co.   y.  ,  .  m     t 

Fisher,  1905,  1  Ch.  31G.  ,  J/^^  ^"'^'^-  c^p^Tr'^"    '^*'"''' 

(o)  Lock  V.  Furze,  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  ^^'^  '  ^"°-  ^-  ^  ^-  ^^'1- 
441,  443.  (>•)  1893,  1  Ch.  523. 
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standing  interest,  viz.,  B.'s  underlease  by  way  of  mort- 
gage, Avas  made  by  B.  without  A.'s  knowledge.  And 
it  was  further  decided  that  the  mortgage  was  an 
incumbrance  made  by  a  person  claiming  under  A.,  and 
the  establishment  of  tlie  charge  by  action  was  tiie  act  of 
a  person  claiming  under  A. ;  so  that  A.  had  also  com- 
mitted a  breach  of  his  covenants  for  quiet  enjoyment 
and  freedom  from  incumbrances.  The  Coiurt  also  held 
that,  as  the  defect  of  title  was  referable  to  the  act  of  A. 
in  originally  granting  the  lease,  he  was  not  exonerated 
from  liability  under  the  covenants  by  the  fact  that  he 
took  back  the  smTendered  term  as  a  purchaser  for 
valuable  consideration.  For  the  mortgage  sub-term 
remained  unaffected  by  the  surrender ;  and  A.  did  not 
then  purchase  the  mortgagee's  interest,  or  obtain  any 
title  thereto.  Finally,  it  was  considered  that  B.'s  fraud 
in  concealing  his  mortgage  from  A.  could  not  be  pleaded 
as  a  defence  to  G.'s  action  on  tlie  covenants  (x). 

As  judicial  decisions  upon  the  construction  of  cove- 
nants for  title  are  not  of  very  common  occurrence,  a 
further  illustration  may  be  given.  The  facts  are  taken, 
with  some  alteration,  from  a  case  on  which  the  Avriter 
was  instructed  to  advise.  A.  sold  land  to  B.  The  land 
was  subject,  together  with  other  lands  of  large  value,  to 
a  mortgage  in  fee  created  by  a  person,  under  whom  A. 
claimed  by  settlement,  and  the  title  to  the  mortgage 
was  satisfactorily  deduced  to  C.  The  purchase  was 
completed,  C.  receiving  the  whole  purchase  money  by 
A.'s  direction,  and  the  land  being  conveyed  by  0.  as 
mortgagee  and  by  A.  as  beneficial  owner  to  B.  in  fee 
simple.  Afterwards  B.  was  informed  by  C.'s  solicitors 
that,  oniiKj  io  the  appointment  of  a  new  trustee,  the  mort- 
gage had  been  transferred,  subsequently  to  the  settle- 
ment of  the  draft  conveyance,  to  C.  and  D. ;  and  that 

(.s)  As  to  this  point,  see  telow,  p.  105;!. 

24  (2) 
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this  circumstance  bad  been  overlooked  in  executing  the 
conveyance.  It  was  obvious  that  C.  had  committed  a 
breach  of  the  statutory  covenant  against  incumbrances ; 
but  it  further  appeared,  according  to  the  rule  in  Bacid 
V.  Sahin  (f),  that  A.  had  committed  a  breach  of  his 
covenant  for  right  to  convey.  For  one  half  of  the 
mortgagee's  legal  estate  remained  outstanding  in  I)  , 
and  the  mortgage  having  been  created  by  a  person, 
against  whose  acts  A.  had  covenanted,  it  appeared  that 
A.  was  liable  under  the  covenant,  notwithstanding  that 
he  was  entirely  innocent  of  the  immediate  cause  of  tlie 
defect  of  title,  that  is  to  say,  of  C.'s  conveyance  of  the 
mortgage  estate  to  himself  jointly  with  D.  We  may 
also  remark  that,  owing  to  the  form  in  which  the  in- 
formation was  conveyed  to  B  ,  it  appeared  that  he  was 
aifected  with  notice  that  C.  was  a  trustee — a  fact  wliich 
liad  of  course  been  carefully  kept  oif  the  abstract  {ii). 
J).  Avas  willing  to  confirm  the  sale,  but  as  B.  found  that 
he  had  paid  the  purchase  money  to  one  of  two  trustees, 
who  had  no  power  (unless  specially  authorised)  to  give 
a  good  discharge  therefor,  he  was  obliged  to  make 
requisitions  for  the  production  of  the  title  of  the  bene- 
ficial owners  of  the  mortgage  money,  in  order  to  satisfy 
himself  that  the  mortgage  was  an  authorised  investment 
of  the  trust  money,  and  that  C.  and  J),  were  duly 
appointed  trustees,  who  could  give  him  a  good  discharge 
for  his  payment  {x). 

Xature  of  tlio       The   usual   vendor's   qualified   covenants    for    (juiet 

usual  quali-  •  i  i     r        t  p  •  i  £ 

fied  covenants  enj oyment    and   ireedom   from   incumbrances   are    lor 

for  quiet  quiet    enjoyment,   undisturbed   by    and   free   from   all 

and  freedom     estates,  incumbrances,  and  claims  created  or  caused  by 

from  incum-  iierson    or    persons   whose    acts    are    covenanted 

Drances.  J     i  x 


against  {>/),  or  any  ^;^r.s'C>w  claiiniug  under  or  in  trust  for 

(t)   Above,  p.  1034.  {>/)   Above,  pp.  1029,  1030  & 

(m)  Above,  p.  250  &  n.  (b).  n.  (w). 
(x)   Above,  p.  252. 
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hiiu  or  tlu'hi  (z).     And  it  is  important  to  mark  that  the 

re<>-Lilar  covenant  for  freedom  from  ineuniLranees  is,  not 

tluit  the  lands  convoyed  are  free  from  incumbrances, 

but  that  they  shall  be  quietly  enjoyed  free  from  the 

incumbrances  specified  {a).     It  follows  that  if  land  bo  Breacli 

convoyed  which  is  subiect  to  some  outstaudino-  incuni-  thereof  wlnu 

"  •'         _  o  committed, 

brance  not  expressly  mentioned  in  the  conveyance  but 

comprehended  in  the  covenants  for  title  (as  in  David  v. 
iSdbiii  (b) ),  no  breach  of  the  ^'endor's  covenant  against 
incumbrances  is  committed  by  the  mere  fact  of  convey- 
ance. It  is  not  until  the  purchaser  is  disturbed  in  his 
quiet  enjoyment  of  the  premises  by  reason  of  the 
incumbrance  that  a  breach  of  that  covenant  arises  (c). 
As  the  covenants  for  quiet  enjoyment  and  freedom  from 
incumbrances  are  not  broken  until  the  quiet  enjoyment 
promised  is  disturbed,  the  Statute  of  Limitations  does 
not  begin  to  run  against  the  covenantee  until  that  event 
has  happened,  and  then  runs  only  in  respect  of  the 
particular  breach  so  occasioned  (r/).  It  appears  that 
any  outstanding  estate,  charge,  or  claim  which  would 
amount  to  a  breach  of  the  vendor's  usual  qualified 
covenant  for  right  to  convey  (c)  will  be  sufficient,  so 
soon  as  the  purchaser  is  disturbed  by  virtue  thereof  in 
his  quiet  enjoyment  of  the  land  sold,  to  cause  a  breach 
of  the  usual  covenant  against  incumbrances.  And  of 
course  in  such  case  the  disturbance  of  the  purchaser's 
quiet  enjoyment  will  in  itself  be  a  breach  of  the  covenant 
for  c^uiet  enjoyment,  apart  from  the  covenant  against 
incumbrances  (./'). 

A  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment,  undisturbed  by  any  Persons 
person  dainiiiuj  under  the  covenantor,  is  broken  by  the  under  the 

covenantor. 

(:)  Davidson,      Free.      Conv. ,  {b)  Above,  p.  1034. 

vol.   2,  pt.    1,   p.    232,    4tli   ed.  ;  (c)    Vatic  y.  Barnard,  CriVo.  Eq. 

Stat.   41   &   45  Vict.  c.  41,  s.   7  G,  7  ;  Sug.  V.  &  P.  610. 
(1    A)  ;  David  v.  Sabin,   1893,    1  {d)  2  Dart,  V.  &  P.  881. 

Ch.  523,  532  ;  above,  p.  1035.  .    [r)  Above,  p.  1033. 

{a)  Sug.  V.  w^  P.  (ilO.  (/)  See  above,  p.  1035. 
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entry,  not  only  of  any  person  who  has  succeeded  to  the 
whole  or  any  part  of  the  covenantor's  estate,  whether 
after  his  death  or  hy  conveyance  inter  vivos,  but  also  of 
any  person  vdio  but  for  the  covenantor's  act  would  have 
had  no  title  to  the  land  {g).  Thus  a  disturbance  by  the 
covenantor's  heir  or  devisee,  by  his  widow  entitled  to 
dower  (/;),  or  her  husband  to  curtesy,  or  by  any  one 
claiming  under  a  prior  conveyance  by  the  covenantor 
on  sale,  mortgage,  or  settlement  (/),  would  be  a  breach 
of  the  covenant ;  and  so  would  an  entry  by  a  person 
deriving  title  under  a  prior  appointment  by  the  cove- 
nantor under  any  power  given  to  him  either  alone  or 
jointly  v,'ith.  any  other  person  (A).  And  where  a  term 
of  years  had  been  created  and  mortgaged  with  the 
covenantor's  concurrence  under  a  power  exercisable  by 
trustees  with  his  consent,  the  mortgagee  was  held  to  be 
a  person  claiming  under  the  covenantor  (/).  Where  a 
lessee  w^as  disturbed  by  a  distress  for  arrears  of  land 
tax  accrued  due  before  the  lease  was  made,  it  was  con- 
sidered that  this  w^as  a  disturbance  by  a  person  claiming 
against  and  not  under  the  lessor,  and  was  no  breach 
of  the  lessor's  express  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment, 
undisturbed  by  the  lessor  himself  or  any  one  claiming 
u.nder  him  (/;/).  But  if  a  vendor  give  the  statutory 
covenants  for.  freedom  from  incumbrances  made,  occa- 
sioned, or  suffcredhy  himself,  he  will  be  liable  thereunder 
in  case  the  property  sold  remain  subject,  after  the  con- 
veyance to  the  purchaser,  to  any  charge  thereon  which 
the  vendor  was  bound,  but  has  omitted,  to  clear  off 
before  completion  of  the  sale  {ii). 

(ff)  Ilurd  \.  Fletcher,  Doug.  A'i>\  (k)  Hnrdv.  I7eteher,Doug.  io  ; 

Evam  V.  Vcmghan,  4  B.  &  C.  2G1,  Calvert  v.  Sebright,  15  Beav.  156. 

267  ;    Carpenter  v.  Farlccr,  3  C.  B.  {I)   Cmyenter  v.  Parker,  3  C.  B. 

N.  S.  206  ;   Calvert  v.  Sebright,  15  N.  S.  206. 

Beav.  156,  160.  [m)  Stanley  v.  Ilagrs,  3  Q.  B. 

,,s     >  r.    -iv,  IX   ooo  10-5;  Sug.  V.  &  P.  603;  2  Dart, 

{h)  Anon.,  Godbolt,  333.  V   &  P   884 

[i)  Evans  v.  Vaughan,  4  B.  &  C.  (")  Slock  v.  Meakin,  1900,  1  Cli. 

261.  683,  694  ;  above,  p.  455. 


OF  THE  KKiMEDlES  FOR  I5REACII  OF  THE  CONTRACT. 


1039 


Althouo:li   the    usual    qualified    eovcnaut    for    quiet  Disturbance 

.,,    ,       ,       T  T  Til  1        (>    1    ^y  one  claiiii- 

enjoymeut  will  be  broken  by  any  disturbance,  iawtui  in g  under  a 
or  unlawful,  on  the  part  of  some  person  wliose  acts  are  J^Jg  ^re^^'^'^^ 
particularly   covenanted   against  (o),   a  disturbance  by  covenanted 
any  one  claiinhtg  under  such  person  will  not  cause  any  ''°'^^^^  • 
breach  unless  it  be  done  under  a  claim  of  right  derived 
from  such  person.     The  covenantor  is  not  answerable 
for  the  purely  wrongful  acts  of  those  claiming  under 
the  persons  against  whose  acts,  &g.  he  has  promised  to 
indemnify  the  covenantee  (p).  . 

In  order  to  establish  a  breach  of  a  covenant  for  What  is  a 
quiet  enjoyment,  or  for  quiet  enjoyment  free  from  covenant  fir 
incumbrances,  it  is  necessary  to  prove  that  the  plain-  q"iet  enjoy- 
tiff  has  been  actually  disturbed  in  his  possession  or 
enjoy]nent  of  the  premises,  as  by  his  ejectment 
therefrom,  or  by  entry  thereon  or  user  thereof  contrary 
to  his  right  (q),  or  by  blocking  up  a  private  way 
which  gives  access  thereto  (r),  or  by  notice  to  his 
tenants  to  pay  rent  to  an  adverse  claimant  (*) .  And 
the  disturbance  complained  of  must  have  been  either 
the  direct  act  of  some  person  comprehended  in  the 
covenant  or  else  a  consequence,  which  he  foresaw 
or  ought  reasonably  to  have  foreseen,  of  some  act  of 
his  (0-  If  an  adverse  claimant  take  proceedings  against 
the  purchaser  at  law  or  in  equity  to  establish  his  right, 
that  appears  to  be  a  disturbance  of  the  purchaser's  quiet 
enjoyment  («).  But  where,  after  completion  of  a  sale 
of  land,  a  decree  was  made  by  the  Court  of  Chancery 

(o)  Above,  p.  1031.  :;1S  ;     3foyris    v.     Echjimjton,     3 

{]))  Sanderson  X.  M(ii/or  uf  Jlcr-  Tannt.  24. 

n-ick-on-Twecd,  13  Q.  B.  D.  547;  (-)  Ed(ie  v.  BoUeau,   16  Q.   B. 

Harrhon    v.    Muncastcr,    1891,    2  D.  117. 

Q.  B.  680,  683,  685.  (/)  IIarrison\.  Jlitncaster,  1891, 

{<j)  Shepp. Touch.  170;  Howard  2  Q.  B.  680. 

V.  Maitland,   11   Q.  B.   D.   695;  («)  See    Hunt   v.    Ihuivers,   T. 

and   see    Carpenter   v.    Parker,    3  Raym.  370  ;  Howards.  Maitland, 

C.  B.  N.  S.  206.  11    Q.  B.  D.  695,  700;  David  y. 

(/•)  Aiidreic^w. -Paradise, S'Mod.  Sabiii,  ahoxe,  i>.  1034. 
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establishing  a  right  of  common  thereover,  and  the  pur- 
chaser was  no  parti/  to  the  suit,  though  he  was  one  of  a 
class  of  persons  Avho  were  represented  therein,  it  was 
considered  that  this  alone  was  no  breacli  of  the  vendor's 
covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment :  but  it  was  admitted  that 
the  decision  would  have  been  different  if  the  decree 
had  been  made  against  the  purchaser  personally  {x).  A. 
simple  assertion  of  an  adverse  claim,  though  reiterated 
to  an  extent  which  may  cause  mental  annoyance,  and 
mere  threats  of  legal  proceedings,  however  disturbing 
to  the  threatened  party's  peace  of  mind,  do  not  appear 
to  be  any  breach  of  a  covenant  for  his  quiet  enjoyment 
of  some  land  assiu-ed  to  him  (//) . 


Whether  acts 
not  affecting- 
the  title  or 
possession 
can  be  a 
breach  of  a 
covenant 
for  quiet 
enjoyment. 


It  is  a  question,  upon  which  conflicting  opinions 
have  been  judicially  expressed,  whether  a  covenant  for 
quiet  enjoyment  can  be  broken  by  any  act  which  does 
not  affect  the  title  to  the  land  or  directly  infringe  upon 
the  covenantee's  possession  (;:).  But  it  is  established 
that  a  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment  does  not  enlarge 
the  grant  in  any  way ;  so  that  if  one  sell  and  convey 
land,  giving  the  usual  covenants  for  title,  and  afterwards 
acquire  some  adjoining  land,  he  is  not  liable  to  be 
restricted  in  his  lawful  user  of  the  after- acquired  land 
by  the  fact  that  such  user  may  cause  inconvenience  to 
his  grantee  {a).  Thus  he  may  well  build  thereon  so  as 
to  obstruct  the  access  of  light  to  his  grantee's  windows, 
if  the  grantee  had  not  previously  acquired  any  easement 


(x)  Uouard  v.  Maitland,  ubi 
sup, 

(y)  See  Witchcot  v.  Nine,  1 
Brownlow  &  Goldsborough,  81  ; 
(Jarpenlcr  v.  I'arhcr,  3  C.  B.  N.  S. 
206;  Ihiwcrd  ^.  Malllaitd,  11  Q. 
B.  D.  G'Jo,  703  ;  Edge  v.  Bvilcau, 
16  Q.  B.  D.  117,  120. 

(z)  See  Morgan  v.  Hunt,  2 
Ventr.  213;  Bennett  v .  Atherton , 
L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  316,  326,  327; 
Sanderson  v.  Mayor  of  Beruick-on- 


Twei-d,  13  Q.  B.  D.  517,  551 :  Har- 
rison V.  Mioicastcr,  1891,  2  Q.  B. 
680,  684,  689  ;  Aldin  v.  Latimer 
Clark,  3Iuirhead  S;  Co.,  1894,  2 
Ch.  437,  444  ;  Manchester,  Sluffield 
and  Lincoln  Mi/.  Co.  v.  Anderson, 
1898,  2  Ch.  394,  401  ;  TeLb  v. 
Cai-c,  1900,  1  Ch.  642;  Davis  v. 
'Town  Properties  Liivestinent  Corpn., 
1903,  1  Ch.  797,  804,  805. 

(«)  Davis   V.     Town    Properties 
Investment  Co.,  1903,  1  Ch.  797. 
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of  light  (h).  So,  also,  lie  may  build  thereon  a  tall 
chimney  or  a  high  wall,  notwithstanding  that  the  effect 
of  this  is  to  cause  his  grantee's  chimneys  to  smoke  (c) . 
And  in  neither  case  will  he  commit  any  breach  of  his 
covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment  (r).  And  the  better 
opinion  appears  to  be  that,  even  where  the  vendor  is 
possessed,  at  the  time  of  conveyance,  of  land  adjoining 
the  land  sold,  no  breach  of  his  covenant  for  quiet  enjo}-- 
ment  is  committed  by  any  act  done  on  the  adjoining- 
land,  which  does  not  affect  tlie  title  to  the  land  sold  or 
any  easement  conveyed  therewith  (d),  or  directly  infringe 
upon  the  purchaser's  possession  (e),  or  derogate  from 
the  grant  (,/'),  but  only  inflicts  by  indirect  means  some 
inconvenience  to  the  purchaser,  not  amounting  to  an 
independent  cause  of  action  {(/).  It  is  true  that  in  one  r^ii  v.  Cai-c. 
case,  where  a  man  possessed  of  a  house  and  an  adjoining 
plot  of  land  leased  the  house,  with  the  nsual  covenant 
for  quiet  enjoyment,  and  afterwards  erected  on  the 
adjoining  land  buildings  of  such  a  height  as  to  cause 
the  chimneys  of  the  house  to  smoke,  it  was  held  that 

{b)  Booili  V.  Alcock,  L.  R.  S  Ch.  of    arose  because   .a    drain    pijie 

663.  situate  withiu  the  jilauitifs  land 

(c)  See  note  («),  above.  was  out  of  reijair,  and  so  allowed 

id)  See  above,  p.  566.  the  water  to  escape.     It  is  sub- 

(c)  See   Sander.suu  v.  ilcnjor   of  mitted  that  the  true  question  to 

Benviek-OH-Tiveed,   13   Q.  B.  D.  have  been  considered  was,  whether 

547,  where  the  plaintiff  held  land  the  defendant  was  bound  to  keep 

under  a  lease  from  the  defendant,  this  pipe  in  repair,  or  had  war- 

who   had    covenanted    for   quiet  ranted  it  to  be  lit  for  its  purpose  ; 

enjoyment;  and  the  lawful  user  see  above,  p.   G81    &  n.  (g).     It 

by  another  lessee  from  the  defen-  appears,  too,   that  the   principle 

dant  of  land  adjoiniug  the  plain-  asserted  in  that  case  is  open  to 

tiff's  caused  a  flow  of  water  into  question  ;    see    authorities   cited 

the  plaintiff's  land  ;   and  this  was  above,  p.   1040,    n.    (c)  ;   and  see 

considered  to  be  a  direct  inter-  Harrison  v.    Muticasfer,    1891,    2 

ference  with  the   plaintiff's   en-  Q.  B.  680. 

joyment,  and  to  be  a  breach  of  (/)  See  Aldin  v.  Latimer  Clark, 

the  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment.  JIuir/icad  >$•  Co.,  1894,  2  Ch.  4  37; 

Butit  seems  questionable  whether  Grosvenor  Hotel  Co.  v.  Hamilton, 

the  facts  of  the  case  justified  this  1894,  2  Q.  B.  S3G. 

decision ;     for     the     defendant's  {g)  See  Robinson  v.  Kilrcrt,  41 

lessee  was  entitled  to  drain  his  Ch.  D.  88  ;  Harrisons.  Muncaster, 

land  through  a  system  of  drain-  1891,  2  Q.  B.  680  ;  Davis  y.  Town 

age  passing  under  the  plaintiff's  Properties  Investment  Corpn.,  Ltd., 

land,  and  the  damage  complained  1903,  1  Ch.  797,  804,  80.5. 
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he  had  committed  a  breach  of  his  coveuaut  for  quiet 
enjoyment  (//).  But  the  correctness  of  this  decision  has 
been  questioned  in  the  Court  of  Appeal  (/). 

Covenant  for  The  usual  covenant  for  further  assurance  is,  in  effect, 
anee.  '  ^  foi'  the  assurauce  at  any  future  time  to  the  purchaser, 
at  his  own  request  and  cost,  of  any  outstanding  estate 
or  interest,  to  which  the  conveyance  is  not  made  subject, 
which  is  necessary  to  be  got  in  before  the  conveyance 
can  take  effect  as  intended  (/.•),  and  which  is  vested 
in  the  vendor,  or  in  any  other  person  by,  through, 
imder  or  in  trust  for  the  vendor,  or  by,  through  or 
under  any  one  else,  against  whose  acts,  &e.  the  vendor 
has  covenanted  (0-  It  is  therefore  a  breach  of  this 
covenant  if  the  vendor,  or  any  other  person,  in  whom 
any  such  estate  or  interest  is  so  vested,  refuse  to  assure 
the  same  to  the  purchaser  on  being  requested  to  do  so. 
And  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  words  of  the  covenant, 
providing  that  the  further  assurance  shall  be  made  at 
the  covenantee's  cost,  refer  only  to  the  expense  of  con- 
veyance. If  any  outttanding  estate  or  interest  com- 
prehended in  the  covenant  should  have  been  conveyed 
to  the  person,  in  wdiom  it  is  vested,  for  valuable 
consideration,  the  covenantee  is  not  bound  to  offer  to 
buy  it  in  or  tender  compensation,  but  the  simple  refusal 
to  convey  will  cause  the  covenant  to  be  broken  (m). 
The  vendor  is  bound  under  this  covenant  to  assm-e  to 
the  purchaser  any  such  estate  or  interest  as  aforesaid, 
vested  in  himself  or  any  one  in  trust  for  him,  whether 
it  belonged  to  him  at  the  date  of  the  execution  of  the 
conveyance,  or  were  afterwards  acquired  by  him,  even 
for   valuable   consideration  (n).      To    this   extent,   the 

(70   Tebb  V.  Cave,    1900,    1   Ch.  (/)  See  above,  pp.  1029,  1030  & 

G42.  n.  {u). 

(i)  See  note  (a),  above.  (w)  He  Jones,  1S93,  2  Ch.  461, 

(/.•)  See  Kinff  V.  Jones,  5  Taunt.  471. 

418    427;  Davis  \.   TollcinacJu;  2  (»)   Taylor  y .  Debav ,   1   Ch.  Ca. 

Jur.  N.  S.  1181,  118.) :  Re  Jonen,  274,  2  Ch.  Ca.  212  ;  Sug.  V.  kV. 

1893,  2  Ch.  461,  471.  612. 
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purcliaser  may  oblige  the  vendor  to  perform  the  cove- 
nant specifically  (o).  And  of  com'se  any  one,  who 
might  succeed  to  the  vendor's  said  estate  or  any  part  of 
it  by  act  of  law,  gratuitous  conveyance,  purchase  with 
notice  of  the  covenant,  or  purchase  of  a  merely  equitable 
interest,  would  be  equally  liable  so  to  carry  out  the 
vendor's  agreement  {p).  But  if  any  person,  who  claims 
or  might  claim  under  the  vendor  or  under  any  one  else 
comprehended  in  the  vendor's  covenants  for  title,  should, 
subsequently  to  the  conveyance  to  the  purchaser,  acquire 
by  some  independent  title  an  interest  in  the  land,  it 
does  not  appear  that  his  refusal  to  assure  that  interest 
would  be  a  breach  of  the  covenant  for  further  assurance  ; 
the  terms  of  which  extend  only  to  estates  or  interests 
vested  in  such  a  person  by  title  derived  from  the  vendor 
himself,  or  his  predecessors  mentioned  in  the  covenant. 
Thus  if  the  vendor,  being  entitled  only  to  the  residue 
of  a  long  term,  had  purported  to  sell  and  convey  the 
fee,  and  were  afterwards  to  acquire  by  descent,  devise, 
or  purchase  for  value,  the  entire  freehold  reversion,  he 
would  be  bound  under  his  covenant  for  further  assur- 
ance to  convey  the  same  to  the  purchaser ;  and  so  would 
his  heirs,  trustee  in  bankruptcy,  and  gratuitous  or 
equitable  assignees.  But  if  the  freehold  reversion  were 
to  be  acquired  by  the  vendor's  eldest  son  under  an  inde- 
pendent title,  not  transmitted  to  him  from  his  father, 
he  would  not  then  be  bound  to  assure  the  same  to  the 
pm'chaser  ;  nor  would  the  vendor's  covenant  for  further 
assurance  be  broken  by  his  refusal  to  do  so. 

It  appears  that  a  covenant  for  further  assurance,  like  Covemmt  fur 
a  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment  (5-),  will  not  be  construed  ance^doe!f  not' 
so  as  to  enlarge  the  grant,  unless  the  parties'  intention  eulai-fjo  the 
appear  to  be  that  the  grant  shall  be  supplemented  by  such  were  ti^e 
the  subsequent  assurance  of  some  estate  or  interest  not  iiitention. 

(o)  Sug.  V.  &  P.  612.  (p)  Above,  pp.  401,  496. 

(v)  Above,  p.  1040. 
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Ihicis  V. 
ToUemnche. 


liankcs  V. 
Small. 


purported  to  be  comprised  therein.  Thus,  where  a 
tenant  in  tail  iu  remainder  by  deed  nncnrolled  had 
mortgaged  his  own  estate  and  interest  in  the  land  and 
covenanted  for  further  assurance,  it  was  considered  that 
he  was  not  bound  under  the  covenant  to  execute  a 
disentailing  deed  (/■)•  And  if  one  sell  and  convey  any 
other  particular  estate  which  he  has  in  land,  or  such 
estate  or  interest  as  he  has  therein,  covenanting  for 
further  assurance  in  the  usual  form,  and  afterwards 
acquire  some  other  estate  or  interest  therein,  it  appears 
that  he  will  not  be  bound  to  convey  this  to  the  pm-- 
ehaser  (.s) .  On  the  other  hand,  where  a  tenant  in  tail 
has  assumed  to  sell  and  convey  the  entire  fee  simple,  he 
will  be  bound  under  his  covenant  for  further  assurance 
to  bar  the  entail ;  and  his  trustee  in  bankruptcy  will  be 
equally  liable  so  to  give  effect  to  the  covenant  {t).  And 
where  a  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder  had  converted  his 
estate  into  a  base  fee,  and  had  then  sold  and  conveyed 
all  his  estate  and  interest  in  the  land  to  a  purchaser  iu 
fee,  covenanting  to  execute  every  such  di>ie)itiiiling  or 
other  assurance  as  might  be  required  for  more  perfectly 
assuring  the  premises  to  the  purchaser,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  he  was  obliged  to  perform  his  covenant,  when 
the  remainder  fell  into  possession,  by  executing  a 
fiu-ther  disentailing  assurance  to  the  purchaser's  use, 
so  as  to  vest  in  him  the  entbe  fee  simple  {u). 


Act.s  whi.h  It  appears  that,  under  a  covenant  for  further  assurance, 

Tired^unier  ^^^^  coveiiautor  may  be  required  to  execute  a  duplicate 

a  covenant  of  the  conveyance,  if  the  original  have  been  casually 

lesur'Sce!"  destroyed  (.r)  or  handed  over  to  a  sub-pvirchaser  of  part 


{)■)  Davis  V.  Tollcmachc,  2  Jur. 
N.  S.  1181. 

(s)  See  Smith  V.  Oshoni'',  6  H. 
L.  C.  375,  390— ;]92,  39.5,  398. 

(/■)  Pye  V.  Dciibiiz,  3  Bro.  C.  C. 


i9.3  ;    E.r  ptnie  Fripp,  De  G.  293. 

(«)  Bmilccs  V.  SinaU,  34  Ch.  D. 
415,  36  Ch.  D.  71(). 

(,»•)  Bennett  v.  Ingoldshif,  Finch, 
2G2  ;  2  Dart,  V.  &  P.  888. 
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of  the  lauds  sold  (//)  ;  but  iu  such  case  the  assurance 
executed  should  be  indorsed  as  a  duplicate  (//),  or  ex- 
pressed to  be  merely  a  deed  of  confirmation  (z).  It 
seems  to  be  a  question  whether,  under  a  covenant  for 
f urtlicr  assurance,  a  purchaser  can  require  to  be  furnished 
with  a  covenant  or  an  acknowledgment  for  production 
of  title  deeds  (a)  ;  but  it  does  not  appear  that  he  can 
have  any  larger  right  in  tliis  respect  by  virtue  of  such  a 
covenant  than  he  enjoyed  imder  the  contract  of  sale  {h). 
And  if  the  conveyance  did  not  contain  such  an  acknow- . 
lodgment  as  the  purchaser  was  entitled  to  require,  it 
does  not  appear  that  the  contract  of  sale  has  been  com- 
pletely discharged,  so  as  to  prevent  tlie  purchaser  from 
suing  on  the  particular  stipulation  respecting  the 
acknowledgment  (c)  ;  more  especially  as  acknowledg- 
ments are  frequently  given  by  a  document  separate 
from  the  conveyance  (d).  It  is  also  a  question  whether 
a  person  executing  a  conveyance  pursuant  to  a  common 
covenant  for  further  assurance  is  bound  therein  to 
covenant  for  title ;  but  the  better  opinion  appears  to  be 
that  he  is  not ;  although  a  trustee  executing  such  an 
assurance  may  be  required  to  give  the  usual  covenant 
against  incumbrances  {e).  The  usual  covenant  for 
further  assurance  (which  is  to  do  such  acts  as  may 
reasonably  be  required  for  the  purpose)  is  not  broken 
by  refusal  to  do  an  unnecessary  act  {/)  ;  nor  if  the 
failure  to  convey  on  request  is  occasioned  by  the  act 
of  God,  as  hy  the  death  (ry),  insanity  (//),  or  severe 
illness  (/)  of  the  person  whose  assurance  is  required. 

(//)  Xapprr  v.  AUington,    1   Eq.  [e)  Se3  Sug.  V.  &  P.  614,  G1.5. 

"'^  M  iir'-V.  &  P.  888.  ,3^-'"^    ""'"  "  ''''''^''''  '  ^"°^' 

[n)  See  Hallett  v.  Middleton,   1  /  ^    a-    ,            .            m     t 

Russ.  243;   F«m  v.  ^ym^  2  S.  &  ,^9 1  ^^"'*''*  ^-   ^*'''"'    T-    Joue.=, 

S.  533;  Sug.  V.  &  P.  613.  ^■^"• 

■    {h)  Above,  pp.  606  xq.,  1043.  (''')  1*61  and  Calhfsca&c,  1  Leon, 

(c)  Seeabove,  pp.922,923,  932.  -^04. 

\a)  Above,  pp.  614,  61;').  (/)  Anon.,  Moore,  124. 
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Measure  of 
damages  for 
breach  of 
covenant  for 
right  to 
convej". 


For  breach  of  the  covenant  for  right  to  convey  (which 
is,  as  we  have  seen  {j),  broken  if  the  right  be  defective 
at  the  time  of  conveyance)  the  measure  of  damages  is 
the  difference  between  the  value  of  the  property  as 
purported  to  be  conveyed  and  its  value  as  the  vendor 
]iad  power  to  convey  it  (/.■).  And  it  is  important  to 
observe  that  the  true  measure  of  damages  is  the  differ- 
ence, not  between  the  2)ricc  j)aid  and  the  value  of  the 
property  as  conveyed,  but  in  the  value  of  the  property 
as  purported  to  be  and  as  actually  conveyed ;  so  tliat  if 
the  property  as  purported  to  be  conveyed  were  worth 
more  at  the  time  of  conveyance  than  the  price  paid  for 
it,  the  purchaser  would  be  entitled  to  the  difference  in 
the  value  at  that  time  of  wliat  he  contracted  to  buy  and 
what  he  got(/).  And  of  course  by  the  same  rule,  if 
the  price  paid  were  in  excess  of  the  value,  the  purchaser 
would  still  be  entitled  to  recover  the  difference  in  value 
only.  But  it  appears  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  other 
evidence  as  to  the  value  of  the  property,  as  purported 
to  be  conveyed,  at  the  time  of  conveyance,  the  price 
paid  will  be  taken  to  be  the  value  thereof  {m) .  If, 
therefore,  the  property  were  sold  and  conveyed  as  free 
from  incumbrances,  and  it  turn  out  to  be  subject  to 
some  outstanding  estate,  interest  or  right,  which  is 
covered  by  the  terms  of  the  covenant  for  right  to 
convey  (ii),  the  purchaser  will  be  entitled  to  recover  the 
amount  bv  wliich  the  existence  of  the  adverse  interest 


(./)  Above,  p.  1032. 

(k)  Grnij  Y.  Briscoe, 'Soy,  142; 
Waee  v.  Birlrcrto)!,  3  De  O.  &  Sm. 
751 ;  Jenkins  v.  Jones,  9  Q.  B.  D. 
128  ;  Turner  v.  Moon,  1901,  2  Ch. 
825,  829 :  Great  Western  Ri/.  Co. 
v.  Fisher,  1905,  1  Ch.  316,  323. 

il)  Jenkins  v.  Jones,  9  Q.  B.  D. 
128.  It  is  submitted  that  this 
case  proves  that  the  same  measure 
of  damages  is  applicable  on  breach 
of  covenants  for  title  entered  into 
on  a  conveyance  of  land  as  on 


breach  of  a  warranty  of  title  or 
quality  given  on  a  sale  of  goods  ; 
see  Loder  v.  Kekidc,  3  C.  B.  N.  S. 
128  ;  Junes  v.  Just,  L.  R.  3  Q.  B. 
197  ;  Be  Bahia  and  San  Francisco 
Efj.  Co.,  ib.  584  ;  Re  Ottos  Kopje 
ikamond  Mines,  Ltd.,  1893,  1  Ch. 
618 ;  Balkis  Consolidated  Co.  v. 
Tomkinwn,  1893,  A.  C.  396. 

{)u)   Turner  V.  Moon,  1901,  2  Ch. 
825,  829 ;  cf.  above,  p.  903. 

(«)  Above,  p.  1033. 
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lias  diminished  the  value  of  the  purchased  property  (o) . 
And  where  the  purchaser  has  been  obliged  to  pay  off 
any  outstanding  mortgage  or  cliarge  covered  by  the 
covenants  for  title,  or  to  buy  in  any  estate  or  interest 
so  covered,  in  order  to  procure  for  himself  the  actiial 
enjoyment  of  the  property  as  purported  to  be  conveyed, 
lie  will  be  entitled  to  recover  the  money  so  expended  {p). 
Whore  such  outstanding  estate  amounts  to  the  entire 
rightful  ownership  of  the  property  sold,  so  that  what 
the  vendor  had  power  to  convey  was  of  no  value  at  all, 
and  the  purchaser  lias  never  been  in  possession  or  was 
immediately  ejected,  the  purchaser  will  be  entitled  to 
recover  the  whole  value  of  the  property  as  purported  to 
be  conveyed  ((/) .  If,  however,  the  vendor  had  any, 
even  a  mere  possessory  title  to  the  land  conveyed,  and 
the  purchaser  have  actually  had  some  benefieial  enjoy- 
ment thereunder,  it  appears  that  the  value  of  the  interest 
so  actually  enjoyed  would  have  to  be  deductpd. 

The  measure  of  damages  for  breach  of  a  covenant  for  Breach  of 
quiet  enjoyment   (which,  as  we  have  seen  (r),  is  not  qSenj.fyr 
broken  until  some  actual  disturbance  has  taken  place)  "i'^"<^- 
is  what  the  covenantee  has  lost  in  consequence  of  the 
breach  of  covenant ;  that  is  to  say,  in  case  of  an  entire 
eviction,  the  value  at  the  date  of  the  breach  of  the  pro- 
perty so  taken  away  from  him  (s).      And  where  the 
purchaser  has  not  been  altogether  deprived  of  the  pro- 
perty conveyed  to  him,  but  its  value  has  been  perma- 
nently diminished  by  the  assertion  of  some  outstanding 
estate  or  interest  comprehended  in  the  covenant,  he  is 

(o)  See    Kbujdon   v.    Is'ottlc,    \  {q)  Jaikim  v.  Jones,  9  0.  B.  D. 

M.   &  S.   53,  54;  David  x.  Sabin,  12S. 
1893,  1   Ch.    623,   527,  537,  541,  ,  ,    ,,  ,„^^ 

546  (above,  p.  1034) ;  Fm/e  v.  Jlid-  ^''>  -'^'^o^e,  p.  lOo, . 

landRij.  Co.,  1894,  1   Ch.  11,  21  ;  (.v)    Williams  v.  Bnn-cll,  1  C.  B 

Mmj  V.   Piatt,   1900,    1   Ch.   616,  402,    410,    433  ;    Lock   v.    Furze, 

623;  and  cases  cited  above,  n.  (A).  L.    R.    1    C.   P.    441;    Rolph    v. 

{p)  Great    TFesicrn  Rij.    Co.   v.  Crouch,  L.  R.   3  Ex.  44,  49,  50  ; 

Fisher,  1905,  1  Ch.  310.  Jenkins  v.  Jones.  9  Q.  B.  D.  128.' 
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entitled  to  recover  the  difference  between  the  value  at 
the  date  of  the  breach  of  the  property  as  contracted  to 
be  enjoyed  by  him  and  its  value  in  the  state  in  which 
it  remains  to  him  immediately  after  the  breach  (/').  But 
the  remed}'  on  a  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment  is  not 
limited  to  the  value  of  the  property  of  which  the  pur- 
chaser has  been  deprived  :  he  may  recover  thereunder  all 
damages  which  are  the  natural  consequence  of  the 
breach  (?^),  such  as  the  expense  (where  he  has  been 
ejected)  of  moving  into  a  new  house  or  place  of  busi- 
ness {x) .  Where  the  breach  of  a  covenant  for  quiet 
enjoyment  is  not  an  entire  eviction,  nor  a  permanent 
alienation  of  some  part  of  the  covenantee's  estate,  but  is 
only  a  temporary  disturbance,  as  by  entry  under  a 
right  of  way,  the  measure  of  damages  is  not  the  same 
as  for  breach  of  a  covenant  for  right  to  convey; — that  is, 
the  difference  in  value  (//) — but  is  only  the  actual 
inconvenience  suffered  up  to  the  date  of  the  assessment 
of  damages  (;:). 

Interest.  "Where  the  purchaser  has  been  evicted,  he  is  entitled 

to  recover  interest  on  tlie  assessed  value  of  the  land 
from  the  date  of  eviction  until  payment  by  way  of 
damages  for  loss  of  profits  during  the  time  that  he  has 
been  out  of  possession  {a).  And  on  the  same  principle 
he  is  entitled  to  interest  on  the  amount  of  any  out- 
standing charge  or  claim,  which  is  covered  by  the 
covenants  for  title,  and  which  he  has  paid  off  or  bought 
in(/>).  It  appears,  liowever,  that  if  the  purchaser  be 
negligent  in  not  suing  at  once  upon  the  covenants  for 
title,  he  may  be  deprived  of  interest  for  any  time  that 


(t)  See    cases   cited   above,    p.  (z)   CJiild  v.  Sleiminf/^ll  Ch.  B. 

1047.  cS2  ;  R.  S.  C.  Ord.  XXXVI.  r.  58. 

(m)  See  above,  p.  9-3S.  (")  A'"'.'/  v.  Jones,  5  Taunt.  418, 

{x)   Grosvnior     Hotel      Co.      v.  422. 

Jflwi^^ow,  1894,  2  Q.  B.  8:50,840.  {b)  Great    Western   Ity.    Co.   v. 

(y)  Above,  p.  1016.  Fisher,  1905,  1  Ch.  31C. 
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he  has  been  kept  out  of  the  principtil  mouey  by  his  own 
delay  (c) . 

If  the  purcliaser  should  have  expended  money  on  Improve 
improvements  subsequently  to  the  conveyance,  it  has 
been  a  question  how  far  he  can  recover  the  value  of  the 
improvements,  in  case  of  his  eviction,  under  the  cove- 
nants for  title.  It  appears  that  as  regards  the  covenant 
for  right  to  convey,  the  damages  ought  to  be  measured 
by  the  value  of  the  land  at  the  time  of  the  breach  of 
covenant,  that  is,  at  the  date  of  the  execution  of  the 
conveyance  (d)  ;  and  this  would  of  course  exclude  com- 
pensation for  any  subsequent  improvements.  But  with 
respect  to  the  covenants  for  quiet  enjoyment  and  freedom 
from  incumbrances,  which  are  not  broken  until  some 
actual  disturbance  has  taken  place  (^),  the  case  is  dif- 
ferent ;  and  the  better  opinion  appears  to  be  that  under 
these  covenants  an  evicted  purchaser  is  entitled  to 
recover  the  actual  value  of  the  land,  as  it  existed  at  the 
date  of  the  breach  of  covenant.  This  would  include 
the  value  of  any  buildings  or  similar  improvements 
which  the  purchaser  had  erected  or  made.  It  appears 
to  be  admitted  that  tlie  value  of  such  improvements 
would  be  recoverable  where  by  the  contract  of  sale  it 
was  contemplated  that  they  should  be  made  (/').  But 
it  is  submitted  that  in  measuring  the  damages  for 
breach  of  a  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment,  the  true 
question  is  what  was  contemplated  by  that  contract, 
and  not  by  the  contract  of  sale.  And  where  land  is 
conveyed  on  a  sale  to  a  purchaser  in  fee,  with  a  cove- 
nant for  quiet  enjoyment,  what  is  contemplated  appears 
to  be  that  he  shall  quietly  enjoy  the  same  as  full  owner 
and  with  the  owner's  liberty  to  use  or  improve  tlie 
premises  as  he  will.     And  if  he  be  evicted  for  some 

((■)  Aiiderfon  v.  Arrowsmith,  2  [e)  Above,  p.  1037. 

Per.  &  Dav.  408.  (/)  Bioniy    v.    llopldmou,    Tl 

(rJ)  Above,  pp.  1032,  104G.  Beav.  505. 

"w. — II.  05 
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cause,  whicli  occasions  a  breadi  of  tliis  covenant,  his 
loss  appears  to  be  truly  measured  by  the  value  at  that 
time  of  the  property  from  which  he  has  been  ejected  (r/) ; 
and  these  damages  seem  to  be  such  as  are  tlie  natural 
consequence  of  the  breach,  or  at  least  such  as  the 
parties  to  the  covenant  must  have  contemplated  as  the 
result  thereof  (//).  It  is  further  submitted  that  the 
rule,  which  entitles  an  evicted  purchaser  to  recover,  on 
a  breach  of  a  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment,  the  value 
of  the  property  as  it  existed  at  the  date  of  the  breach  (/), 
will  enable  him  to  recover  the  full  value  of  the  land  at 
that  time,  notwithstanding  that  its  value  should  have 
been  enhanced,  since  it  was  conveyed  to  him,  by  circum- 
stances independent  of  his  own  outlay  or  efforts  (^). 
Of  course  the  same  rule  gives  to  the  covenantor  the 
benefit  of  any  fall  since  the  conveyance  in  the  value  of 
the  property  sold  (/). 


Compromise 
by  the  pur- 
chaser of 
adverse 
claims  on  the 
land  pur- 
chased. 


The  purchaser  may  well  compromise  or  refer  to  arbi- 
tration any  adverse  claim  made  upon  him,  which  would 
be  covered  by  the  vendor's  covenants  for  title,  without 
giving  notice  to  the  vendor  of  the  claim  or  his  proceed- 
ings ;  and  he  will  be  entitled  to  recover  under  the 
covenants  the  amount  paid  or  awarded  to  be  paid  by 
liim  as  compensation  and  costs  to  the  claimant,  with 
interest  thereon  at  4  per  cent,  per  annum  from  the  date 
of  payment,  and  his  own  solicitor's  costs  of  the  com- 
promise or  arbitration  to  be  taxed  as  between  solicitor 


{g)  This  rule  appears  to  have 
been  applied  in  Loch  v.  Furze, 
L.  R.  1  C.  P.  441,  and  Eol^ih  v. 
CroHch,  L.  R.  3  Ex.  44,  49,  50, 
where  the  plaintiff  recovered  the 
value  of  a  conservatory  erected 
by  him  ;  and  it  is  submitted  that 
those  decisions  outweifj-h  the 
authority  of  the  dicta  to  the  con- 
trary  in  Ijiiis  v.  (.'ampbtll,  3 
J.  B.  Moore,  35,  52,  54,  57  ;  and 
Bee  2    Dart,  V.  &  P.   894,  and 


consider  Grof<vcnor  Hotel  Co.  v. 
Hamilton,  1894,  2  Q.  B.  836; 
above,  pp.  1047,  1048  . 

(/<)  Above,  p.  958. 

(i)  Above,  p.  1047. 

(/■)  It  is  submitted  that  the 
opinion  to  the  contrary  expressed 
in  Mayne  on  Damages,  228, 
7th  ed.,  cannot  be  supported  since 
the  decisions  cited  above,  p.  1047, 
n.  (*). 

(/)  Above,  p.  1046. 
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and  client  {m).  If  however  the  vendor  had  received 
no  notice  of  the  claim  and  the  intention  to  compromise 
it,  he  would  be  at  liberty  to  prove  in  defence  that  tlie 
claim  was  unfounded,  either  wholly  or  partially,  or  that 
he  could  have  made  better  terms  than  the  purchaser,  or 
that  the  purchaser  made  an  improvident  bargain  :  thougli 
in  these  respects  he  would  have  to  bear  the  burthen  of 
proof.  On  the  other  hand,  if  notice  of  the  claim  be 
given  to  the  vendor  and  he  decline  or  fail  to  remove 
or  contest  it  himself,  he  will  be  estopped  from  alleging 
any  such  grounds  of  defence  (ii).  But  if  an  action  or  Action 
other  proceeding  in  Court  be  brought  by  an  adverse  a^^'ff^^J^j, 
claimant  against  the  purchaser,  he  cannot  safely  defend  purchaser, 
it  without  giving  notice  to  the  vendor  or  other  person 
liable  on  the  covenants  for  title,  and  obtaining  his 
directions  as  to  the  course  to  be  pursued.  For  if  the 
purchaser  omit  to  do  this,  and  there  be  no  good  nor 
reasonably  probable  (o)  ground  of  defence,  he  will  not 
be  entitled  to  recover  any  costs  of  defending  the  pro- 
ceedings against  him  as  damages  necessarily  resulting 
from  the  breach  of  covenant  (p).  If  the  purchaser 
obtain  the  vendor's  authority  to  defend  the  action,  or 
if  with  the  vendor's  authority  the  purchaser  himself 
institute  proceedings  against  an  adverse  claimant,  he 
wdll  be  entitled  to  recover  his  costs  of  the  proceed- 
ings, though  unsuccessful  therein  (q) .  And  it  has  been 
held  that,  if  the  purchaser  give  such  notice  as  aforesaid 
and  his  application  be  disregarded,  he  may  then  defend 
the  proceedings  at  his  own  discretion  and  without  any 
express  authority  from  the  covenantor  ;  and  he  will  be 
entitled  to  recover  under  the  covenant  his  costs  of  the 

(w)  Great    Western  T,y.    Co.  v.  E.  28,  31 ;    JTalJcer  v.  Sattoi,  10 

Fisher,  1905,  1  Ch.  316.  M.   &  "W.   249;   Pow  v.  Davis,  1 

(m)  Smith  V.    Compton,  3   B.    &  B.  &  S.    220 ;   Great  Western  By. 

Ad.  407.  Co.   V.  Fisher,   1905,   1   Ch.   316, 

(o)  See  Agius  v.  Great  Western  323. 

Colliery  Co.,  1899,   1  Q.  B.  413,  {q)   Williams  v.  Burrell,  I  C.  B. 

421,  423  ;  and  above,  p.  963.  402  ;  Child  v.  Stenning,  11  Ch.  D. 

[p]  Short  V.  Kalli.iray,  11  A.  &  82. 
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Covenants  for 
title  run 
with  the  land, 


and  are  ap- 
portionable. 


defence,  namely,  any  costs  that  lie  may  liave  Leen 
ordered  to  pay  to  the  successful  party,  and  his  own 
costs  taxed  as  between  solicitor  aud  client  (/•).  But 
even  in  this  case  it  is  questionable  whether  he  could 
recover  any  such  costs,  if  the  facts  were  such  that  any 
defence  must  be  hopeless  («) .  Where  an  award  in  an 
arbitration  or  judgment  in  an  action  has  been  given 
against  the  purchaser,  he  should  not  defend  an  action 
on  the  award  or  appeal  against  the  judgment,  without 
the  covenantor's  express  direction ;  otherwise  he  will  be 
unable  to  recover  any  costs  of  such  proceedings  as 
damages  (/). 

It  has  been  already  explained  {if)  how  the  benefit, 
both  of  the  statutory  and  of  express  covenants  for  title, 
runs  with  the  land,  in  respect  of  which  the  covenants 
were  given ;  and  that  the  covenants  may  be  enforced 
by  any  person  taking  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the 
covenantee's  estate,  and  are  apportionable  accordingly. 
If  a  breach  of  covenants  for  title  be  committed,  and  the 
covenantee  die  without  suing  thereon,  the  right  of  action 
will,  in  so  far  as  he  has  suffered  any  actual  damage, 
belong  to  his  executors  or  administrators  (.r)  :  but  will 
otherwise  pass  to  the  person  who  has  succeeded  to  his 
estate  in  the  land  {//). 


Where  land 
is  sold  with 
notice  of  a 


Covenants  for  title  are  construed  literally  according 
to  the  rules  of  law  for  the  interpretation  of  written 


(r)  Bolph  V.  Crouch,  L.  E.  3 
Ex.  44  ;  Great  Western  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Ftuher,  1905,  1  Ch.  316,  323,  324  ; 
see  also  Af/ius  v.  Great  Western 
Colliery  Co.,  1899,  1  Q.  B.  413. 

(*)  See  Agins  v.  Great  Western 
Colliery  Co.,  1899,  1  Q.  B.  413, 
421,  423. 

[t)  Great  Western  Jty.  Co.  v. 
Fisher,  1905,  1  Ch.  316,  323  ;  but 
see  Sutton  v.  Baillic,  65  L.  T.  528, 
■where  the  costs  of  an  appeal  were 
allowed  on  the  ground   that  it 


was  reasonable,  two  judges  of 
first  instance  having  given  con- 
flicting decisions. 

{ii)  Above,  pp.  532 — 584  ;  and 
observe  the  facts  in  Laiid  v. 
Sahiu,  above,  p.  1034. 

{x)  Lucy  V.  Lcvinyion,  2  Lev. 
26;  Eaymondy.  Fitch,  2  C.  M.  & 
R.  588,  597—599. 

[y)  Kingclon  v.  Kottle,  1  M.  & 
S.  354,  4  M.  &  S.  53;  King  t. 
Jones,  5  Taunt.  418;  Jones  v. 
ICiny,  4  M.  &  S.  188. 
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instruments ;  and  extrinsic  evidence  is  not  in  general  defective 
admissible  to  explain  them  (~) .  If  therefore  they  ex- 
tend in  terms  to  guarantee  indemnity  against  some 
particular  defect  of  title,  it  is  no  defence  to  an  action 
on  the  covenants  to  plead  that  the  purchaser  bought 
with  notice  of  the  defect  and  agreed  to  take  the  property 
subject  thereto  (a).  So  also  if  the  words  of  the  covenant 
comprehend  a  particular  defect  of  title,  it  is  no  plea  to 
point  out  that  the  defect  was  apparent  on  the  face  of 
the  conveyance  {b)  ;  unless  it  can  be  established  that 
upon  the  true  construction  of  the  whole  deed  of  con- 
veyance the  assurance  was  expressly  made  subject  to 
the  defect  and  the  covenant  did  not  guarantee  indemnity 
against  it  (c) ,  But  if  in  these  cases  the  purchaser  bought 
subject  to  the  defect,  the  vendor  might  counterclaim  for 
rectification  of  the  conveyance  by  limiting  the  covenants 
according  to  the  parties'  real  agreement  {d). 


It  was  held  in  the  case  of  David  v,  Sahin  (e)  that,  if  a  Coveuauts 
man  by  fraud  procure  laud  to  be  sold  and  conveyed  to  ^^j.^^^  by^^^" 
him,  with  the  usual  vendor's  covenants  for  title,  the  fraud, 
vendor  may  indeed  set  up  the  fraud  as  a  defence  to  an 
action  brought  on  the  covenants  by  the  purchaser  him- 
self ;  but  if  the  defrauding  party  convey  the  land  over 
to  a  purchaser  taking  it  for  value  and  without  notice  of 
the  fraud,  and  such  pui'chaser  sue  the  original  vendor 
to  obtain  the  benefit  of  his  covenants  for  title,  as  running 
with  the  land  sold,  the  original  vendor  can  no  longer 
plead  the  fraud,  by  which  he  was  induced  to  enter  into 

(::)  Above,    pp.     G98,     G99     &  189-i,    1    Ch.    11 ;   Great    Western 

n.  (s).  Hi/.    Co.  v.  Fisher,   1905,   1    Ch. 

(a)  Page  v.   Midland  Ri/.    Co.,  316,  322. 

1894,   1  "Ch.    11;  May   v.    Flatt,  [c)  See  above,  pp.  567,  568,  581, 

1900,    1   Ch.  616;   Great   Western  n.  {m). 

Ry.   Co.   v.  Fisher,    1905,    1    Ch.  {d)  See  above,  pp.  568  &  n.  [h), 

316,    322;    see    above,    pp.    164,  588,  699  «y.,  703— 707,  720. 

567,568.  [')   1893,    1    Ch.    523;    above, 

\b)  Faye   v.    Midland  Ri/.    Co.,  p.  1034. 
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the  covenants  (/).  This  was  so  decided  on  the  follow- 
ing grounds : — The  defence  of  the  original  vendor  to  an 
action  by  the  original  purchaser  on  the  covenants  for 
title  might  he  two-fold ;  first,  that  the  covenants  were 
voidable  as  having  been  procured  by  fraud  and  that  he 
elected  to  avoid  them  {g)  ;  secondly,  that  the  breach  of 
the  covenants  was  caused  by  the  covenantee's  own 
wrong,  and  the  covenantee  could  not  therefore  set  up 
the  breach  as  a  cause  of  action  (A).  As  to  the  first  of 
these  defences,  it  was  considered  that  where  a  man 
makes  a  conveyance  of  land  and  at  the  same  time  enters 
into  covenants  with  his  grantee,  of  which  the  benefit 
will  run  with  the  land  (that  is,  will  go  to  the  grantee's 
assigns  by  virtue  of  the  "real  contract"  then  made  by 
the  grantor  (/) ),  such  conveyance  and  real  contract 
together  form  one  entire  transaction,  and  the  real 
contract  cannot  be  rescinded  for  fraud  without  setting 
aside  the  conveyance.  And  as  in  sucli  case  the  convey- 
ance cannot  be  avoided  by  the  grantor  as  against  any 
person  claiming  as  a  purchaser  from  the  grantee  for 
value  and  without  notice  of  the  fraud  (/i),  the  real 
contract  must  remain  equally  unimpeachable  as  against 
such  a  piu'chaser.  And  as  regards  the  second  defence 
above  mentioned,  that  is  only  available  against  the  party 
who  actually  did  the  wrong,  or  his  representatives  in 
law,  and  not  against  his  assigns. 

Bankruptcy  It  appears  that,  under  the  present  Bankruptcy  law, 

of  covenantor    ,,,.,.1.,         p  ■,      -,  -x  •    , 

for  title.  the  liability  oi  a  person,  who  has  entered  into  covenants 

for  title,  in  so  far  as  it  consists  in  any  obligation  or 

(/)  Correct  the    statement  to  to  remain    outstanding  -ndthout 

the  contrary  made,  above,  p.  584  ;  the  knowledge  of  the  covenantor, 

in  writing  which,  the  decision  on  and  so  occasioned  the  breach  of 

this  point  in  David  \.  Sahin  was  covenant;  see  above,  p.  1034. 

overlooked.  f\  a       o,                   t-      i      ,  r. 

[g]  Above,  p.  974.  ^  ('    ^"".t .^^''i!!''l  ^-  I'^"nbard,2 

[h)  This  was  thecaseinJArnW  |l^f'   ^'°'   ^^^ ;  Sug.    V.    &   P. 

V.  Saliv,  where  the  fraud  of  the  '    ' 

covenantee  causedan incumbrance  [k)  Above,  pp.  674,  67o,  748. 
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possibility  of  an  obligation  to  pay  money  on  breach  of 
the  covenants,  is  capable  of  proof  in  his  bankruptcy, 
and  will  be  discharged  by  an  order  of  discharge  made 
or  by  a  composition  or  scheme  of  an-angement  approved 
therein  (/).  But  the  covenantor's  liability  under  a  cove- 
nant for  further  assurance,  in  so  far  as  it  is  capable  of 
being  enforced  f^pccificallij  (in),  is  not  capable  of  proof  in 
nor  discharged  by  his  bankruptcy  (n),  but  may  be 
asserted  against  the  trustee  in  the  banlu'uptcy,  or 
against  the  covenantor  himself  after  his  discharge,  or 
his  representatives  in  law  or  gratuitous  or  equitable 
assignees  (o). 

We  have  seen  that  if,  without  making  any  fraudulent  If  one  sell 
misrepresentation,  a  man  sell  lands,  to  which  he  has  no  Jx^ecute  a 
good  title,  and  convey  the  same  to  the  purchaser,  but  defective  cou- 
give  him  no  covenants  for  title,  or  covenants  not  availing  -^^-ni  bo  bound 
against  the  defect  (;;),  the  purchaser  has  no  right  or  JJJj^J^'^^*/o^'^ 
equity  to  recover  the  purchase  money  in  case  of  his  the  contract 
ejectment  after  the  conveyance,  and  has  in  general  no  °^(.g^°g  j^^^^ 
remedy  {q).      There    is   however   one   contingency   in  land  that  he 
which  he  may  obtain  satisfaction.    If  the  vendor  should  wards 
chance  to  acquire  by  any  means  after  the  conveyance  acquire, 
some  valid  estate  or  interest  in  the  land  sold,  he  will 
be  bound  in  equity  to  assure  the  same  in  such  manner  as 
will  make  good  his  contract  of  sale  (r) .    For  in  such  case 
the  rule  of  equity  is  that,  as  the  conveyance  has  proved 
to  be  defective,  the  vendor  shall  not  plead  that  the  con- 
tract has  been  abeady  discharged  by  performance  (s) . 
And  this  rule  is  applicable  to  any  contract  to  convey 

{I)  See   above,   p.   921;  IL/rd//  (;■)  Seahournex.  Towel,  2  Veru. 

V.  FothergiU,  13  App.  Cas.  351.  11 ;  Koci  v.  Bewley,   3  Sim.   103, 

{m)  See  above,  p.  1043.  116;  Jones  \.  Eearneij,  1   Dru.   & 

hi)  See  He  lie  is,  1904,2  K.  B.  War.    134,    158—160;     Sniif/i   v. 

769,777,781,787.  J^akcr,    1   Y.    &   C.    C.    C.    223; 

(o)    Above,  pp.    1043,   1044   &  Smith  v.  Osborne,  6  H.  L.  C.  375, 

n.  {t).  390,  398;  Sug.  V.   &  P.   745;  2 

{p)  Above,  pp.  571,  1031.  Dart,  V.  &  P.  909. 

[q]  Above,  pp.   540,  577,  578,  _ 

642,  1026,  1031.  v^/  Above,  p.  922. 
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land  for  valuable  consideration,  and  to  agreements  of 
mortgage,  settlement  or  exchange  as  well  as  of  sale  {t). 
It  was  suggested  in  one  case  (ti)  that  this  equity  is 
personal  to  the  contractor  and  is  not  available  against 
his  successors  in  estate.  This  opinion  however  was 
judicially  dissented  from  by  Lord  St.  Leonards  (.r) , 
and  appears  to  be  unsound  in  principle  {//).  The  true 
rule  seems  to  be  that,  if  the  vendor  himself  had  once 
become  entitled  to  a  valid  estate  in  the  land,  the  pur- 
chaser's equity  would  attach  upon  it  in  the  hands  of  all 
persons  claiming  under  the  vendor,  otherwise  than  for 
a  legal  interest  by  purchase  for  value  without  notice  (~). 
But  of  course  if  the  vendor's  eldest  son  and  heii'  or 
other  successor  should  acquire  a  valid  interest  in  the 
land  sold  by  an  independent  title,  not  derived  from  the 
vendor,  he  would  not  be  bound  to  give  effect  to  the 
sale  {a).  And  if  the  vendor  had  sold  and  conveyed 
some  particular  estate  or  interest  only  in  the  land  or 
such  interest  as  he  had  therein,  so  that  the  conveyance 
actually  gave  effect  to  the  contract,  but  the  interest 
conveyed  afterwards  came  to  an  end,  the  vendor  would 
not  be  bound  to  assure  to  the  pm-chaser  any  new  estate  or 
interest  which  he  might  acquire  after  the  conveyance  (b). 

Vendor's  As  previously  explained  (<?),  if  the  conveyance  to  the 

eftate^pEg  Purchaser  contained  a  precise  averment  of  the  vendor's 
to  the  pur-       scisiu  in  fee  or  other  right,  sufficient  to  work  an  estoppel 
estoppel!^         at  law,  then  if  the  vendor  had  not  the  estate  specified 
at  the  time  of  conveyance  but  afterwards  acquired  it, 
the  same  would  immediately  pass  to  the  purchaser,  his 

U)  See  cases  cited  in  note  {r),       Ch.  Ca.  170;   Taylor  v.  Wheeler, 

above.  2  Vern.  564 ;  Jennings  v.  Moore, 

,  ,    ,,  -n    11  1    A     i        ib.  609 ;  and  cf.  above,  pp.  1042, 

[u)  Mor.se  v.  Faulkner,   1  Anst.       ^^^^      '  >  rr  j 

11»  1^-  («)' Cf.  above,  p.  1043. 

{x)  Jones  \.  Kearney,  1  Dru.  &  (^,)  See    Smith    v.     Osborne,    6 

War.  134,  159.  H.  L.  C.   375,  390,  398 ;  above, 

(y)  2  Dart,  V.  &  P.  910,  911.  p.  1044. 

(2)  See    Martin   v.    Seamorc,    1  (<■)  Above,  pp.  550,  551. 
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heirs  or  assigns,  without  any  further  conveyance,  by  the 
effect  of  the  estoppel.  An  estoppel  of  this  kind  would 
be  available  in  favour  of  the  purchaser,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  as  against  all  persons  claiming  the  whole  or 
any  part  of  the  vendor's  after- acquired  estate  by  any 
title  derived  from  him,  whether  gratuitously  or  for 
value  and  whether  for  a  legal  or  an  equitable  interest. 
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OF  THE  SALE  OP  REGISTERED  LAND. 


Land  regis - 
tei'ed  under 
the  Land 
Transfer 
Acts. 


The  principles  to  be  applied  in  carrying  out  a  sale  of 
land,  registered  under  the  Land  Transfer  Acts,  1875 
and  1897  {a),  depend  upon  the  provisions  of  these 
statutes  and  the  rules  made  thereunder  (h) ,  and  espe- 
cially upon  the  effect  thereby  given  to  first  registration 
under  the  Acts,  and  to  registered  transfers  and  charges 
of  registered  land  (c) .  It  would  be  out  of  place  in  a 
work  like  the  present  to  give  a  general  description  of 
the  system  of  a  registration  of  title  established  by  these 
statutes.  A  short  account  of  it  is  contained  in  the 
writer's  last  edition  of  "  Williams  on  Real  Pro- 
perty "  {(l),  and  it  will  be  assumed  that  the  reader  has 
a  general  acquaintance  with  the  statutory  provisions  in 
question.  We  will  here  confine  our  attention  to  the 
sale  of  registered  land,  and  will  follow  the  plan,  pre- 
viously adopted  with  respect  to  the  general  law  of 
sale  (e) ,  of  endeavouring  to  ascertain  what  are  the  pro- 
visions of  an  open  contract  for  the  sale  of  registered 
land. 


Contracts  to 
sell  registered 
land. 


In  the  first  place,  it  may  be  noted  that  contracts  to 
sell  registered  land  are  not  capable  of  registration  nor 
required  to  assume  any  special  form.     They  are  governed 


(«)  Stats.  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  87  ; 
60  &  61  Vict.  c.  65. 

(A)  See  Land  Transfer  Rules, 
1903. 

(c)  See  stats.  33  &  30  V'iot. 
c.  87,  ss.  7—9,  13,  22,  25—27,  31, 
32,  35  ;  60  &  61  Vict.  c.  65,  First 


Schedule ;  Land  Transfer  Rules 
(1903),  52—59,  140—142  ;  Wms. 
Real  Prop.  622—633,  19th  ed. 

{d)  Part  VII.,  pp.  616  sq.,  I'Jth 
ed. 

(e)  Above,  pp.  26  .v/. 
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by  the  general  law  relating  to  the  formation  of  con- 
tract (./').  They  must,  of  course,  conform  with  the 
requirements  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  (r/),  and,  subject 
to  the  express  enactments  of  the  Land  Transfer  Acts  (h), 
they  appear  to  incorporate  the  terms  implied  by  law  in 
any  other  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  (/) ,  including  the 
provisions  annexed  to  sales  of  land  by  the  Vendor  and 
Purchaser  Act,  1874  (/•),  and  the  Conveyancing  Act  of 
1881  {I).  The  express  enactments  of  the  Land  Transfer 
Acts  regulating  contracts  for  the  sale  of  registered  land 
are  the  following  : — 


(Land  Transfer  Act,  1897  (;;?),  s-  16,  sub-s.  1.)     A  Proof  of  title, 

,  p  •jiiiiiii.  •  •     whicli  can  be 

purchaser  of  registered  land  shall  not  reqmre  any  evi-  required  on 
dence  of  title,  except—  purchase  of 

^  registered 

(i)  the  evidence  to  be  obtained  from  an  inspection  of  land. 

the  register,  or  of  a  certified  copy  of  or  extract 

from  the  register ; 
(ii)  a  statutory  declaration  as  to    the    existence  or  Matters 

otherwise   of    matters  which   are    declared    by  to  be  incum- 

sect.  18  of  the  principal  Act  (h),  and  by  this  Act,  Frances. 

not  to  be  incumbrances  (o)  ; 

(/)  Above,  pp.  1—25.  (/.)  Stat.  37  &  38  Vict.  c.  78, 

(g)  Stat.  29  Car.  II.  c.  3,  s.  4  ;       ss.  1,  2. 
above,  pp.  3  sq.  (?)  Stat.  4-t   &  45  Vict.  c.  41, 

{h)    See    Stat.    60    &   61    Vict.       s.  3. 
0.  65,  ss.  8  (2,  3),  16,  stated  below.  {m)  Stat.  60  &  61  Vict.  c.  65. 

(i)  Above,  pp.  27—29,  33—45  ;  {ji)    The   Land   Transfer  Act, 

and  see  p.  81  and  n.  (y).  1875  ;  stat.  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  87. 

(0)  By  stat.  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  87,  s.  18,  as  amended  by  60  &  61  Vict, 
c.  65,  First  Schedule,  all  registered  land  shall,  unless  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Acts  the  contrary  is  expressed  on  the  register,  be  deemed 
to  be  subject  to  such  of  the  foUovi-iug  liabilities,  rights  and  interests 
as  may  be  for  the  time  being  subsisting  in  reference  thereto,  and  such 
liabilities,  rights  and  interests  shall  not  be  deemed  incumbrances 
■within  the  meaning  of  the  Acts  (that  is  to  say)  : 

(1)  Liability  to  repair  highways  by  reason  of  tenure,  quit  rents. 
Crown  rents,  heriots  and  other  rents  and  charges  having  their  origin 
in  tenure  ;   and 

(2)  Succession  duty,  estate  duty,  land  tax,  tithe  rentcharge  and 
payments  in  lieu  of  tithes  or  of  tithe  rentcharge  ;   and 

(3)  Kights  of  common,  rights  of  sheepwalk,  rights  of  way,  water- 
courses, and  rights  of  water,  and  other  easements ;  and 


1060  OF  THE  SALE  OF  REGISTERED  LAND. 

"\Miere  title  (iii)  if  the  proprietor  of  the  land  is  registered  with  an 

absolute. 

(4)  Rights  to  mines  and  minerals  created  previously  to  tlie  regis- 
tration of  the  land  or  the  1st  of  January,  1898  ;  and 

(5)  Rights  of  entry,  search,  and  user,  and  other  rights  and  reser- 
vations incidental  to  or  required  for  the  purpose  of  giving  full  effect 
to  the  enjoyment  of  rights  to  mines  and  minerals,  or  of  property  in 
mines  or  minerals,  and  created  previously  to  the  registration  of  the 
land  or  the  1st  of  January,  1898  ;  and 

(G)  Rights  of  fishing  and  sporting,  seignorial  and  manorial  rights 
of  all  descriptions,  and  franchises  exercisable  over  the  registered 
lands  ;  also  liability  to  repair  the  chancel  of  any  church,  liability  in 
respect  of  embankments  and  river  walls,  and  drainage  rights,  customary 
rights,  public  rights,  and  profits  e)  prendre  ;  and 

(7)  Leases  or  agreements  for  leases  and  other  tenancies  for  any 
term  not  exceeding  twenty-one  years,  or  for  any  less  estate,  in  cases 
where  there  is  an  occupation  under  such  tenancies ;  also,  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  the  Land  Transfer  Act,  1897  (see  sect.  12),  rights 
acquired  or  in  course  of  being  acquired  under  the  Limitation  Acts  : 

Provided  as  follows  : 

(a)  Where  it  is  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  registrar  that  any 
land  registered,  or  about  to  be  registered,  is  exempt  from  land  tax  or 
tithe  rentcharge,  or  from  payments  in  lieu  of  tithes  or  of  tithe  rent- 
charge,  the  registrar  may  notify  the  fact  on  the  register  in  the 
prescribed  manner  (see  Land  Transfer  Rules  (1903),  212)  ;  and 

(b)  The  Commissioners  of  Inland  Revenue  shall,  upon  the  applica- 
tion of  the  proprietors  of  any  land  registered  or  about  to  be  registered, 
upon  such  declaration  being  made,  or  such  other  evidence  being 
produced  as  the  Commissioners  require,  and  upon  payment  of  the 
prescribed  fee,  grant  a  certificate  that  at  the  date  of  the  grant  thereof 
no  succession  duty  is  owing  in  resj^ect  of  .such  land,  and  the  registrar 
shall  in  the  prescribed  manner  notify  such  fact  on  the  register,  and 
such  notification  shall  be  conclusive  evidence  of  the  fact  so  notified  in 
respect  of  succession  duty  (see,  however,  stat.  60  &  61  Vict.  c.  65,  s.  13, 
which  appears  to  supersede  this  provision)  ;  and 

(c)  Where  it  is  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  registrar  that  the 
right  to  any  mines  or  minerals  is  vested  in  the  proprietor  of  land 
registered  or  about  to  be  registered,  the  registrar  may  register  such 
proprietor  in  the  prescribed  manner  as  proprietor  of  such  mines  and 
minerals  as  well  as  of  the  land  (see  Land  Transfer  Kules  (1903),  213) ; 
and 

(d)  Where  it  is  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  registrar  that  the 
right  to  any  mines  or  minerals  is  severed  from  any  land  registered  or 
about  to  be  registered,  the  registrar  may,  on  the  application  of  the 
person  entitled  to  any  such  mines  and  minerals,  register  him  as  pro- 
prietor of  such  mines  and  minerals  in  manner  in  the  Act  of  1875 
mentioned  (see  sect.  82  ;  Land  Transfer  Rules  (1903),  71,  74),  and 
upon  such  registration  being  effected  shall  enter  on  the  register  of 
the  land  a  reference  to  the  registration  of  such  other  person  as 
proprietor  of  such  mines  and  minerals  (see  Land  Transfer  Rules 
(1903),  214). 

Where  the  existence  of  any  such  liabilities,  rights  or  interests,  as 
are  mentioned  in  this  section  is  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
registrar,  the  registrar  may,  if  he  think  fit,  enter  on  the  register 
notice  of  such  liabilities,  rights  or  interests,  in  the  prescribed  manner. 
This  power  shall  be  exercised  in  all  cases  where  the  abstract  of  title 
on  first  registration  or  on  registration  as  qualified  or  absolute  discloses 
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absolute  title  (p),  and  there  are  incumbrances 
entered  on  the  register  as  subsisting  at  the  first 
registration  of  the  land,  either  evidence  of  the 
title  to  those  incumbrances,  or  evidence  of  their 
discharge  from  tlie  register  ; 
(iv)  where  the  proprietor  of  the  land  is  registered  Where  title 

CI  ll(lllfl6Cl. 

with  a  qualified  title,  the  same  evidence  as  above 
provided  in  the  case  of  absolute  title,  and  such 
evidence  as  to  any  estate,  right,  or  interest  ex- 
cluded from  the  effect  of  the  registration  {q)  as  a 
purchaser  would  be  entitled  to  if  the  land  were 
unregistered ; 

(v)  if  the  land  is  registered  with  a  possessory  title,  Where  title 
such  evidence  of  the  title  subsisting  or  capable  of  P^^^^^'^^^y- 
arising  at  the  first  registration  of  the  land  (r)  as 
the   purchaser  would  be  entitled  to  if  the  land 
were  unregistered. 

(Sub-s.  2.)     Where  the  vendor  of  registered  land  is  Where  vendor 
not  himself  registered  as  proprietor  of  the  land  or  of  a  as  pro?^^  ^^^^ 


the  existence  of  any  such  liabilities  as  are  mentioned  in  sub-sections  4 

and  5  (see  Land  Transfer  Rules  (1903),  215).     Where  an  easement  is 

registered  as  an  incumbrance,  the  dominant  and  servient  tenements 

shall  be  defined,  if  practicable  and  required  by  the  parties.     Notice  of 

a  power  of  re-entry  and  of  a  right  of  reverter  may  be  entered  on  the 

register  under  this  paragraph. 

[p]    As   to   the   effect   of    the  a   good  leasehold  title   and  the 

registration    of     land    with     an  registered    transfer    of    land    so 

absolute  title  and  the  registered  registered  do  not  affect  or  preju- 

transfer  of  land  so  registered,  see  dice  the  enforcement  of  any  estate, 

stat.  ;58  &  39  Vict.  c.  87,  ss.  7,  13,  right  or  interest  affecting  or  in 

30.  35,  105  ;  Land  Transfer  Rules  derogation  of  the  lessor's  title  to 

(1903),  55,  U7.  grant  the  lease;  Rules  56,  141. 

(o)    The  reffistration    of   land  ,  .    m,            •  i    i-          i    i     j 

■A'              1  5  -1    J.■J.^          J    i-u  ('■)    The   registration   of    land 

with   a   qualmed    title    and   the  -W                 °         ,-.,          ■,    ,, 

.          >   ^         »          (.11  with  a  possessory  title  and  the 

registered   transfer    of    land    so  1,^^,.^^^   ^^.^^^4    ^f    ^^^^    ^^ 

registered  do  not  affect  or  preju-  ^^^^^^^^^  ^o  not  affect  or  preju- 

dice  the  enforcement  of  any  estate,  ^^. -^  ^j^^  enforcement  of  any  estate, 

right  or  interest  appearing  by  the  ^.j^^  ^^.  .^^^^^^^  ^^^^^^^^  (^  ^^  .^ 

resfister  to  be  excepted  from  the  ■,  "^        ,.         n  .,     ,-,i      c  t-i     c    ^ 

^^n         ■  ^     J.-           ixoof  derogation  of  the  title  of  the  nrst 

effect  of  registration ;  stat.  3h  tv  •  4.       i              •  i             j       \^ 

or.  T7-  i.          D-7          r.    01      T      J  rcoristered  proprietor,    and   sub- 

39  Vict.   0.   87,  ss.  9,  31     Land  ■■-.•                     n       J       ■  •          4. 

m         r      T>   1      Mnno\    An   en    K.i  sistiug  or  Capable  ot  arising  at 

Transfer  Rules  (1903),  49,  50,  52,  .■>      ^°         e         ■  .     4.-         j?         i 

CD    en     1  <A      rnV             1       •   i  the  time  ot  registration  01   such 

58,  59,   140.      ihese  rules  mtro-  ..           4.  t.     o'r    e    10  -tr-  i. 

,  '    j'          ,.     1      1  •    1     £         1-  proprietor;  stat.    37   &   38    Vict. 

duced  a  particular  kind  of  quali-  ^    ^     ^^^        3^     j^and  Transfer 

fied  title  cal  ed  a  good  leasehold  ^^^^^     ^^^3            ^^^ 

title.     Registration  ot  land  with  ''         />      > 


prietor. 
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As  to  cove- 
nants for  title. 


Delivery  of 
land  certi- 
ficate. 


charge  giving  a  power  of  sale  over  tlie  land,  lie  shall,  at 
the  request  o£  the  purchaser  and  at  his  own  expense, 
and  uotwithstanding  any  stipulation  to  the  contrary, 
either  procure  the  registration  of  himself  as  proprietor 
of  the  land  or  of  the  charge,  as  the  case  may  be,  or  pro- 
duce a  transfer  from  the  registered  proprietor  to  the 
purchaser. 

(Sub-s.  3.)  In  the  absence  of  special  stipulation,  a 
vendor  of  laud  registered  with  an  absolute  title  shall 
not  be  required  to  enter  into  any  covenant  for  title,  and 
a  vendor  of  land  registered  with  a  possessory  or  qualified 
title  shall  only  be  required  to  covenant  against  estates 
and  interests  excluded  from  the  effect  of  registration, 
and  the  implied  covenants  under  sect.  7  of  the  Convey- 
ancing and  Law  of  Property  Act,  1881,  shall  be  con- 
strued accordingly. 

(Sect.  8,  sub-s.  2.)  Where  a  land  certificate  («)  or  an 
office  copy  of  a  registered  lease  (f)  has  been  issued,  the 
vendor  shall  deliver  it  to  the  purchaser  on  completion  of 
the  purchase,  or,  if  only  a  part  of  the  land  comprised  in 
the  certificate  or  office  copy  is  sold,  he  shall,  at  his  own 
expense,  produce  or  procure  the  production  of,  the  certi- 
ficate or  office  copy  in  accordance  with  this  section 
for  the  completion  of  the  purchaser's  registration  (»). 
Where  the  certificate  or  office  copy  has  been  lost  or 
destroyed  (,r),  the  vendor  shall  pay  the  costs  of  the  pro- 


(.S-)  See  stats.  38  &  39  Vict. 
c.  87,  s.  10 ;  60  &  Gl  Vict.  c.  6-5, 
s.  8  ;  Land  Transfer  Rules  (1903), 
258  sq. 

{()  This  was  issued  under  the 
I^and  Transfer  Act,  1875,  on  the 
registration  of  leasehold  land  : 
but  under  the  Act  of  1897  land 
certificates  are  issued  on  the 
registration  of  leasehold  as  well 
as  of  freehold  land  ;  stat.  38  &  39 
Vict.  c.  87,  s.  IG  ;  Land  Transfer 
Rules  (1903),  65,  G7. 

{u)  By  stat.  60  &  61  Vict.  c.  G5, 
8.   8  (I),   the  land  certificate  or 


certificate  of  charge  shall  be  pro- 
duced to  the  registrar  on  every 
entry  in  the  register  of  a  dispo- 
sition by  the  registered  proprietor 
of  the  land  or  charge  to  which  it 
relates,  and  a  note  of  such  entry 
is  required  to  be  officially  endorsed 
thereon .  And  by  the  Land  Trans- 
fer Rules  (1903),  265,  the  registrar 
may  require  such  certificate  to  be 
produced  on  any  apijlieation  for 
registration  made  by  or  with  the 
consent  of  the  registered  pro- 
prietor of  the  land  or  of  a  charge 
or  incumbrance. 
(.»•)  See  sect.  8  (3). 
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ceedings  required  to  enable  tlie  registrar  to   proceed 
without  it. 

The  above  provisions  are  most  important  terms  of  Whatevi- 
an  open  contract  for  the  sale  of  registered  land,  and  can  be 
must  of  course  bo  considered  in  connexion  with  and  as  required, 
modifying  the  general   law  defining   the  relations  of 
vendor  and  purchaser  on  a  sale  of  land  (//).     The  lan- 
guage of  sect.  16  (1)  (i)    of  the  Land  Transfer  Act, 
1897,  is  not  clear  :  but  as  it  is  enacted  that  the  j^ur- 
chaser  nhall  not  require  any  evidence  of  title  excejd  the 
alternatives  specified,  it  appears  that  the  vendor  is  not  No  abstract 
bound  to  furnish  any  abstract  of  any  registered  docu-  ?n,j^JmeX'^ 
ment   (such  as  an  instrument  of    transfer  or  charge) 
dealing  with  the  land  sold  {z)  ;  and  it  seems  to  be  in 
the  option  of  the  purchaser  to  require,  as  proof  of  the 
title   to   registered    land,    either   the    evidence   to   be 
obtained  from    an    inspection  of    the  register,   or  the 
evidence  of    a  certified  copy  of    or  extract  from   the 
register.     In  order  to  avail  himself  of  the  former  alter- 
native he  must  obtain  the  authority  of  the  vendor  {a)  ; 
and  this,  it  is  submitted,  the  vendor  is  bound  to  give. 
Having  obtained  such    authority,   the  purchaser   may 
either  search  the  register  himself  or  apply  for  an  ofiicial 
search  to  be  made,  and  the  issue  of  a  certificate  of  the 
result  (t)).    If  the  purchaser  choose  to  require  a  certified 


[ij)  Above,  pp.  27 — 29,  34—42.  of  a  series  of  instruments  of  dis- 
(=)  It  has  been  suggested  that,  position,  the  whole  ground  for 
on  a  sale  of  registered  land,  the  requiring  an  abstract  appears  to 
abstract  will  consist  of  a  copy  of  be  taken  away  ;  see  above,  p.  86. 
the  entries  in  the  register ;  1  Key  And  the  language  of  the  above 
&  Elph.  Free.  Conv.  242,  8th  ed.  mentioned  enactment  seems  to 
But  it  is  questionable  whether  the  preclude  the  purchaser  from  re- 
vendor  is  bound  to  deliver  any-  quiring  any  evidence  of  title  other 
thing  in  the  nature  of  an  abstract  than  that  specified  therein, 
of  his  title  to  any  registered  land  ,  ^  g^.^^_   ^,q  ^  Gl  Vict.  c.  65, 


sold,   except  as  regards  estates, 
interests  or  rights  excluded  from 


22(7). 


the  effect  of  registration.    Where  {b)  Land  Transfer  Rules  (1903), 

a  vendor's  title  does  not  consist       284 — 293. 
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copy  of,  or  extract  from,  the  register,  and  tne  vendor 
have  none  siicli  in  his  possession,  it  appears  that  the  pur- 
eliaser  must  bear  the  expense  of  procuring  the  same  (c). 
And  if  the  purchaser  obtain  the  vendor's  authority  to 
inspect  the  register,  office  copies  of  any  entry  in  the 
register  or  of  any  document  in  the  registry  shall  be 
issued,  upon  his  application  in  writing,  to  him  or  his 
solicitor  (r/).  The  purchaser,  it  is  thought,  must  also 
bear  the  expense  of  any  statutory  declaration  which  he 
may  require  under  sect.  16  (1)  (ii)  of  the  Land  Transfer 
Act,  1897,  with  regard  to  matters  declared  by  sect.  18 
of  the  Act  of  1875  and  the  Act  of  1897  not  to  be 
incumbrances  (c).  Sect.  16  (1)  (ii)  of  the  Act  of 
1897  (e)  also  lacks  clearness  of  expression  :  but  it  is 
submitted  that  the  existence  or  non-existence  of  the 
matters  declared  by  the  Acts  not  to  be  incumbrances  is 
the  only  fact  in  connexion  therewith  as  to  which  the 
purchaser  is  restricted  to  the  evidence  of  the  vendor's 
statutory  declaration  (/).  If  any  such  matters  exist, 
they  are  not  affected  by  the  statutory  provisions  as  to 
the.eff ect  of  first  registration  and  registered  transfers  {g) . 
With  respect  to  such  matters,  therefore,  and  also  as  to  all 
other  estates  or  interests  excluded  from  the  effect  of  regis- 
tration— as,  for  instance,  those  expressly  saved  from  the 
operation  of  registration  with  a  qualified,  a  good  lease- 
hold, or  a  possessory  title  (//) — the  sale  of  registered 
land  appears  to  be  governed  by  the  general  law.  And 
if  a  man  sell  under  an  open  contract  any  registered 
land  which  is  subject  to  the  existence  of  any  estates  or 
interests  included  in  those  declared  not  to  be  incum- 
brances, and  necessary  to  be  conveyed  in  order  to  make 
a  good  title — as,  for  instance,  rights  to  mines  or  minerals 

(c)  Stat.   44:   &  45  Vict.  c.  41,  (/)  It  should  be  observed  that 

8.  3  (6)  ;  above,  pp.  28,  37,   95,  some   of  these   matters  may  be 

1057.  found    noted    in    the    register  ; 

{dj  Land  Transfer  Rules  (1903),  above,  p.  1060,  n.  (o). 

294.  iff)  Above,  p.  1058,  n.  (r). 

{(')  Above,  p.  1059.  (/i)  Above,  p.  1061,  n.  [q,  r). 
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created  previously  to  the  registration  of  the  land  or  the 
year  1898  (/) — ho  must,  it  is  submitted,  deliver  an 
abstract  of  the  title  for  the  period  required  by  law  in 
the  case  of  unregistered  land,  and  duly  verify  such 
abstract  by  producing  the  same  evidence  as  could  be 
required  on  the  sale  of  unregistered  land.  If  this  be 
not  done,  the  purchaser  may,  it  is  thought,  object  to  the 
title  and  repudiate  the  contract,  as  he  might  in  the  case  ' 
of  unregistered  land  (/•)  ;  or  he  may  call  upon  the 
vendor  to  remove  the  objection  and  require  the  con- 
currence of  the  persons  entitled  to  the  outstanding 
estates  or  interests :  but  if  he  take  this  course,  he 
should  make  the  requisition  without  prejudice  to,  and 
reserving  his  right  to  repudiate  the  contract  (/). 

The  principal  thing,  then,  which  a  purchaser  of  regis-  The  register 
tered  land  has  to  ascertain  is  that  the  vendor  is  regis-  goo/eWdrace 
tered  as  proprietor  of  the  land  sold  with  such  a  title,  °^  *'^'^  *o 
either  absolute,  good  leasehold  (w),  qualified  or  posses-  W. 
sory,  as  he  claims  to  have  (n).     Of  this  fact,  the  register 
alo)ie  is  good  evidence.     It  is  most  important  to  observe 
this.      Possession   of   a    land   certificate   showing    the 
vendor  to  be  registered  as  such  proprietor  is  not  suffi- 
cient;   for  the  vendor  may  have  created  a  statutory 
charge  on  the  land  without  handing  over  the  land  certi- 
ficate to  the  chargee,  and  the  chargee  may  have  subse- 
quently sold  the  land  under  his  power  of  sale,  and  the 
purchaser  from  him  may  have  been  registered  as  pro- 
prietor (o),   or  the   chargee   may  have   foreclosed   and 

(i)  Above,  p.  lOGO,  n.  (o)  ;    see  prietor    of  a    registered   charge 

stat.   60  &   61  Vict.  c.  65,  First  giving    power    of    sale;    a  case 

Schedule,     amendiug    sects.      18  dealt  with  further  on. 

(-1,  5),  80—33,  and  3o-38  of  the  (o)  In  the  absence  of  stipulation 

Land  Transfer  Act,  1875.  to  the  contrary,  the  proprietor  of 

(k)  See  above,  p.  133.  a  registered  charge  is  not  entitled 

(1)  See  above,  pp.  134,  152.  to  have  custody  of  the  land  certi- 

(in)  See  above,  p.  1061,  n.  {<]).  ficate  ;  and  where  a  transfer  of 

(«)  The  vendor  may  also  make  land   is   made  by  the  registered 

a  good  title  as  the  registered  pro-  proprietor  of  a  charge  in  exercise 

w.— n.  26 
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procured  himself  to  be  registered  as  proprietor  (7;).  It 
is  essential,  therefore,  for  a  pm'chaser  of  registered  land 
to  ascertain  the  present  state  of  the  register,  either  by 
actual  inspection  or  fresh  certified  copies  (</).  This  will 
show  him  whether  there  are  any  estates,  interests  or 
rights  (other  than  those  declared  not  to  be  incumbrances) 
w^hicli  will  not  be  either  conveyed  to  him  or  else  extin- 
guished by  the  effect  of  the  registered  transfer  of  the 
land  from  the  vendor  to  himself  (r).  Such  estates, 
interests  or  rights  may  exist,  as  we  have  seen  (.s),  in 
the  form  of  (I)  registered  incumbrances  created  either 
before  or  after  registration,  and  (2)  things  exempted 
from  the  effect  of  registration  with  a  good  leasehold  (f), 
qualified  or  possessory  title ;  besides  which  there  are  (3)  the 
things  declared  by  the  Acts  not  to  be  incumbrances. 
All  such  estates,  interests  or  rights,  as  would  interfere 
with  the  acquisition  by  the  purchaser  of  the  estate  con- 
tracted for  must  be  got  in  or  cleared  away.  If  existing 
in  the  form  of  registered  incumbrances,  they  must  be 
discharged  {k)  ;  and  if  existing  in  the  shape  of  things 
declared  not  to  be  incumbrances  or  exempted  from  the 
effect  of  registration  with  a  good  leasehold,  qualified  or 
possessory  title,  the  title  thereto  must  be  proved,  and 
they  must  be  conveyed  or  released  in  the  same  manner 
as  if  the  land  were  not  registered. 

Discharge  of        Registered  incumbrances  may  exist  in  the  form  either 

iBcumbr*n       ^^  incumbrances  prior  to  first  registration,  which  are 

only  entered  in  the  register  as  such  where  an  absolute 

title  is  registered  (x),  or  of  incumbrances  subsequent  to 

of  the  power  of  sale  conferred  by  (q)  Ahove,  pp.  1063,  1064. 

the  charge,  it  may  be  registered,  {>j  See  abore,  pp.  1058,  n.  {c), 

and  a  new  land  certificate  may  1061,  n.  (17,  r). 
be  issued  to  the  purchaser,  with-  (.5)  Above,  pp.  1059 — 1061. 

out  production  of  the  former  land  (t)  Above,  p.  1061,  n.  (q). 

certificate;  stat.    60   &  61   Vict.  (»)  See  stat.  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  87, 

c.  65,  8.  8  (4).  ss.  19,  28  ;  Land  Transfer  Rules 

{p)  See  stat.  60  &  61  Vict.  c.  65,  (1903),  17,  166,  216,  217. 
8.  8  ;  Land  Transfer  Rules  (1903),  (x)  See  Land  Transfer  Rules 

164,  (1903),  19—21,  46,  49,  175. 
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loe*: 


registration,  these  being  tlie  registered  cliarges  whicli  a 
registered  proprietor  is  empowered  by  tlie  Acts  to 
make  (.?/).  It  will  have  been  observed  that,  with  respect  Incumbrances 
to  registered  incumbrances  prior  to  first  registration  reo^stration. 
with  an  absolute  title,  the  purchaser  may  require  evi- 
dence either  of  the  title  to  them  or  of  their  discharge  (z) . 
It  is  thought  to  lie  in  the  purchaser's  option  which  kind 
of  evidence  he  will  call  for.  Registered  incumbrances 
prior  to  first  registration  with  an  absolute  title  may  be 
either  simply  noted  as  such  in  the  register,  without  any 
person  being  registered  as  the  proprietor  of  them,  or 
they  may  be  entered  as  registered  charges  belonging  to 
the  persons  entitled  to  them  (a).  In  either  case  the 
cessation  of  the  incumbrance  may  be  notified  in  the 
register,  by  cancellation  of  the  original  entry  or  other- 
wise, on  proof  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  registrar  of  the 
discharge  of  the  incumbrance  (b) .  "Where  no  one  has 
been  registered  as  the  proprietor  of  the  incumbrance, 
the  proof  required,  in  case  there  has  been  no  dealing 
with  or  transmission  of  the  incumbrance,  is  either  the 
instrument  creating  the  incumbrance  with  a  receipt  or 
release  thereon,  signed  by  the  incumbrancer,  or  an 
instrument  of  discharge  in  the  form  provided  by  the 
rules  :  but  if  there  has  been  any  dealing  with  or  trans- 
mission of  the  incumbrance,  the  title  to  expunge  the 
same  from  the  register  must  be  proved  as  in  cases  of 
examination  of  title  on  first  registration  (c).  Where 
any  person  has  been  registered  as  proprietor  of  the 
incumbrance,  the  cessation  thereof  may  be  notified  in 
the  register  on  production  of  an  instrument  of  discharge  Instrument 
executed  by  the  registered  proprietor  thereof  {d)  and  of  °     ^"^  ^^°^' 


{!/)    See  stats.   38    &   39  Vict.  {!>)  Stat.   38  &  39  Vict.  c.  87, 

0.  87,  ss.  22  —  28  ;   60  &  61  Vict.  s.    19,  ameudcd  by  60  &  61  Vict. 

c.  65,'  8.  9  (2—5)  ;  Land  Transfer  c.  65,  First  Schedule. 

Rules  (1903),  97  sq.,  158  sq.  (c)  LandTrausfer  Rules  (1903), 

(z)  Above,  p.  1061.  216  ;  see  rules  34—36,  166,  335, 

(a)  See   Land   Transfer  Rules  and  First  Schedule,  Form  48. 

(1903),  175—181.  (d)  Ibid.  r.    217.      It  appears 

26  (2) 
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Where  the 
proprietor- 
ship of  the 
incumbrance 
is  registered. 


Where  the 
proprietorship 
of  the  in- 


the  certificate  of  incumbrance  (e) .  It  does  not  appear, 
however,  that  notifying  in  the  register  the  cessation  of 
such  an  incumbrauce  operates  as  a  reconveyance  of  the 
legal  estate,  where  the  incumbrance  was  created  by  a 
mortgage  in  the  usual  form  made  when  the  land  was 
unregistered ;  though,  of  course,  after  satisfaction  of  the 
charge  the  legal  estate  would  be  held  in  trust  for  the 
registered  proprietor  of  the  land,  and  would  be  extin- 
guished by  the  effect  of  a  registered  transfer  for  value 
subsequently  made  by  him  (/).  A  purchaser  from  the 
registered  proprietor  of  the  land  would  therefore  get 
the  legal  estate  on  registration  of  the  transfer  to  him- 
self, provided  that  the  registered  incumbrances  were 
discharged  prior  to  or  on  completion.  Where  the 
persons  entitled  to  incumbrances  prior  to  first  registra- 
tion have  been  entered  in  the  register  as  the  proj^rietors 
thereof,  it  appears  unnecessary  for  the  purchaser  to 
investigate  their  title  (g).  The  only  essential  thing  is 
that  the  incumbrances  shall  be  discharged  and  cleared 
off  the  register ;  after  which  the  purchaser  (in  the  case 
of  freeholds)  will  get  the  entire  fee  simple  by  the  effect 
of  the  transfer  to  himself,  duly  completed  by  registra- 
tion, from  the  vendor  registered  with  an  absolute  title. 
All  that  the  purchaser  need  require  is  that  the  regis- 
tered proprietors  of  the  incumbrances  shall  execute  the 
necessary  instruments  of  discharge,  which  may  be  either 
contained  in  separate  documents  or  included  in  the 
instrument  of  transfer  to  himself  (A) ,  and  shall  produce 
their  certificates  of  incumbrance.  But  where  incum- 
brances prior  to  first  registration  are  simply  noted  in 


that  an  instrument  of  discharge 
need  not  be  executed  as  a  deed, 
but  must  be  signed  by  the  regis- 
tered proprietor  of  the  charge  ; 
rr.  107,  lOG,  177.  Such  signature 
should  be  attested ;  but  cf .  rr. 
107,  108  with  Form  48  in  First 
Schedule. 

{f)  Ibid.  r.  181  ;  above,  p.  10G2, 


n.  {,<). 

(/)  Above,  p.  1058,  n.  (c). 

([/)  Their  title  is  required  to  be 
proved  in  the  registry  before  they 
can  be  entered  as  proprietors  of 
the  incumbrances  ;  Land  Transfer 
Rules  (1903),  175. 

(A)  Land  Transfer  Rules  (1903), 
16«,  182. 
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the  register,  without  any  registered  proprietor  thereof,  cumbrance 
the  purchaser  must  require  the  title  thereto  to  he  reAstered. 
abstracted  and  produced  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the 
incumbrances  were  not  noted  in  the  register;  for  he 
must  satisfy  himself  that  such  evidence  can  be  produced 
of  the  title  to  the  incumbrances  and  of  their  discharge 
as  shall  be  sufficient  to  procure  their  removal  from  the 
register  (/).  With  respect  to  registered  charges  created  Registere<l 
subsequently  to  the  registration  of  the  land,  the  principal  °^^^f  ®^  l^^' 
thing  to  be  required  is  that  they  shall  be  discharged  registration, 
and  cleared  off  the  register.  The  cessation  of  such 
charges  may  be  notified  on  the  register,  by  cancellation 
of  the  original  entry  or  otherwise,  either  on  the  requisi- 
tion of  the  registered  proprietor  of  the  charge  or  on 
due  proof  of  the  satisfaction  thereof ;  and  thereupon 
the  charge  shall  be  deemed  to  have  ceased  (/.•).  The 
proof  usually  required  is  the  production  of  an  instru- 
ment of  discharge  signed  by  the  registered  proprietor  of 
the  charge  (/)  :  but  the  registrar  may  accept  such  other 
proof  as  he  shall  deem  sufficient  (m).  In  any  case  the 
certificate  of  charge  must  also  be  produced  (»).  When- 
ever registered  land  is  subject  to  any  registered  incum- 
brances or  charges,  the  purchaser  must  of  course  not 
pay  the  purchase  money  to  the  vendor,  until  the  incum- 
brancers have  been  first  fully  satisfied  thereout,  except 
with  their  consent  (o) .  Where,  as  usually  happens,  the 
incumbrances  are  to  be  discharged  out  of  the  purchase 
money,  the  necessary  instruments  of  discharge  will 
generally  be  included  in  the  instrument  of  transfer  to 
the  purchaser  (p).  Where  the  registered  proprietor  of 
a  registered  incumbrance  or  charge  is  willing  to  concur 
in  a  transfer  on  a  sale  by  the  registered  proprietor  of 

(i)  Above,  p.  1067.  (m)  Land  Transfer  Rules  (1903), 

(/.•)  Stat.   38  &  39  Vict.  c.  87,  166. 
s.   28,  amended  by  60  &  61  Vict.  («)  Above,  p.  1062,  n.  (u). 

c.  65,  First  Schedule.  [o)  Above,  pp.  648,  651. 

[1]  See  note  {d),  above.  (p)  Above,  p.  1068. 
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part  of  tlie  land  cliarged,  wltlioiit  receiving  any  part  of 
tlie  purcliase  money  [q),  lie  must  execute  an  instrument 
of  discharge  (r)  to  exonerate  tlie  land  sold  from  the 
charge  ;  and  his  certificate  of  incumbrance  or  charge 
must  he  produced  (s).  In  such  cases  the  transfer  and 
the  discharge  will,  as  a  rule,  be  included  in  one 
instrument. 


Notices, 
cautions, 
iubibitioDS, 
restrictions. 


Besides  getting  in  all  outstanding  estates,  interests  or 
rights,  which  would  not  he  conveyed  or  extinguished  hy 
a  registered  transfer,  a  purchaser  of  registered  land 
must  see  that  the  vendor's  title  is  not  impeached  or 
affected  by  any  registered  notices,  cautions,  inhibitions 
or  restrictions.  An  inspection  of  the  register  will  show 
whether  any  notices,  cautions,  inhibitions  or  restric- 
tions (/)  have  been  entered  with  respect  to  the  land 
sold ;  and  if  there  should  be  any  such,  the  purchaser 
should  require  the  vendor,  in  the  case  of  cautions  or 
inhibitions,  to  procure  their  removal  from  the  regis- 
ter {u),  and  in  the  case  of  restrictions,  either  to  procure 
their  removal  from  the  register  or  to  procure  the  con- 
ditions imposed  thereby  to  be  comjilied  with,  as  the 
circumstances  of  the  case  may  require.  In  the  case  of 
notices,  which  are  either  of  leases  or  agreements  for 
leases,  where  the  term  granted  is  for  or  determinable  on 
life,  or  exceeds  twenty-one  years,  or  where  the  occupa- 
tion is  not  in  accordance  with  the  lease  or  agreement, 
or  of  estates  in  dower  or  by  the  curtesy,  or  of  liens  by 
deposit  of  the  land  certificate,  what  appears  on  a  sale  by 
open  contract  of  land  in  possession  is  that  the  vendor 


{q)  Above,  p.  560.  It  seems 
that  in  this  case  the  purchaser 
may  disregard  any  notice,  which 
he  may  receive  off  the  register, 
that  the  registered  proprietor  of 
the  incumbrance  or  charge  is  a 
trustee  ;  below,  pp.  1081  sq. 

(r)  Above,  p.  1067,  &  n.  (f^. 

(.s)  Above,  p.  1062,  n.  {u). 


{[)  See  stat.  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  87, 
ss.  53 — 59  ;  Land  Transfer  Rules 
(1903),  223—242. 

(?«)  The  purchaser  should  not, 
it  is  thought,  make  any  inquiry 
as  to  the  interest  of  any  person 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  a  caution 
or  an  inhibition ;  ho  should  simply 
require  the  same  to  be  removed. 
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cannot  make  a  good  title  witliout  the  concurrence  of 
some  otlier  person  ;  and  tlie  purchaser  should  take  the 
same  course  as  he  would  adopt  if  similar  facts  were 
disclosed  on  the  investigation  of  title  to  unregistered 
land.  If  the  interest  of  the  other  person  he  such  that 
the  vendor  is  entitled,  either  ahsolutely  or  on  the  terms 
of  paying  him  off,  to  direct  him  to  concur  in  the  con- 
veyance to  the  purchaser,  the  purchaser  should  require 
the  vendor  to  obtain  such  concurrence.  If  the  vendor 
should  have  no  such  right  to  direct  the  other  person  to 
convey,  the  purchaser  would  be  entitled  to  object  to  the 
title  ;  but  he  might,  instead  of  repudiating  the  contract, 
require  the  vendor  to  procure  the  other  person's  concur- 
rence in  the  sale  {x^. 

The  purchaser  of  registered  land  must  not  only  obtain  Production  of 
the  evidence  to  be  afforded  by  inspection  or  certified  certificate. 
copies  of  the  register,  but  must  also  requii'e  the  land 
certificate  to  be  produced  for  the  purpose  of  completing 
the  transfer  of  the  land  sold  to  himself,  for  without  this 
his  own  registration  as  proprietor  of  the  land  cannot  be 
effected  {>/).      Thus,  although  possession  of    the  land 
certificate  is  no  guarantee  that  the  vendor  is  registered 
as  proprietor  of  the  land  (2),  its  absence  cannot  be  dis- 
regarded.    The  vendor  may  have  created  a  lien  on  the  Charge  Ly 
land  sold  by  depositing  the  land  certificate  as  security  ^^g^and 
for  an  advance  {a)  ;  and  notice  of  such  a  transaction  certificate, 
need  not,  although  it  may  (^),   appear  on  the  register. 
If  the  vendor  should  have  so  charged  the  land,  the 
essential   thing   for    the   purchaser   to   secure   is   that 
the  land  certificate  shall  nevertheless  be  produced  as 
above  required,  and  the  registered  notice  (if  any)  of 
the  deposit  withdrawn  (c) .     If  the  chargee  require  the 

{x)  See  above,   pp.    130—135,  s.  8  (-i). 

152.  (b)  See  Land  Transfer  Rules 

(«/)  Above,  p.  1062,  &  n.  (ti).  (1903),  243—251  ;  above,  p.  1070. 

{z)  Above,  p.  1065.  (c)    See  Land   Transfer  Rules 

{a)  See  stat.  60  &  61  Vict.  c.  65,  (1903),  250  ;  above,  p.  1070. 
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wliole  or  any  part  of  the  purchase  money  to  be  paid  to 
him  as  the  condition  of  allowing  this,  the  condition  must 
of  course  be  complied  with :  but  if  not,  it  appears  that, 
provided  the  laud  certificate  be  produced  and  the  regis- 
tered notice  withdrawn  as  aforesaid,  the  purchaser  need  not 
have  regard  to  any  notice  (outside  the  register)  which 
he  may  receive  of  the  charge  {d).  And  if  a  chargee  by 
deposit  of  the  land  certificate  should  allow  the  same  to 
be  produced  and  given  up  for  the  purpose  of  completing 
a  registered  transfer  from  the  registered  proprietor  of 
the  land,  without  insisting  on  being  first  paid  off,  it 
appears  that  he  would  be  estopped  from  asserting  any 
claim  that  he  would  otherwise  have  had  to  receive  pay- 
ment of  the  purchase  money  to  such  an  extent  as  would 
be  necessary  to  satisfy  his  charge  {e). 

L'nregistered        Besides  the  estates  and  interests  in  registered  land 
^terests^n      which  will  uot  be  extinguished  by  a  registered  transfer, 
registered         l^j^t  of  wliich  the  existence  will  be   disclosed  by  the 
register,  or  should  be  disclosed  by  the  vendor's  declara- 
tion as  to  things  declared  not  to  be  incambranees  (/), 
it  is  important  to  observe  that  registered  land  may  be 
subject  to  all  kinds  of  estates  and  interests,  legal  as  well 
.  as  equitable,  which  have  been  created  by  unregistered 
assurances  or  acts,  and  of  which  the  existence  will  not 
be  disclosed  by  the  register.     This  is  owing  to  the  fact 
that  under  the  Land  Transfer  Act,  1875  {g),  subject  to 
the  maintenance  of  the  estate  and  right  of  the  registered 
proprietor,  any  person,  whether  the  registered  proprietor 


(<^)  See  below,  pp.  1081  «(?.  Bdg.    Soci/.,    1895,   A.    C.    173; 

(e)  The  case  is  parallel  to  that  Jti/iiiiirr  v.  TVebster,  1902,  2  Ch. 

of  an  equitable  mortgagee  byde-  1G3. 

posit  of  title  deeds  allowing  the  ,  j-s    .,  lAcn    mr. 

iji.1,1.11  *  {/)  Above,  pp.  1059,  1064. 

deeds  to  be  handed  over  to  a  pur-  ^■^  '  '  ^^  ' 

chaser  or  subsequent  mortgagee  (9)  Stat.   38   &  39  Vict.  c.  87, 

from   the  moi'tgagor  ;   see  I'crry  h.'^'B  ;  see  Capital  ^- Counties  Bank, 

Herrirk  v.  Atttrood,  2  De  G.  k  J.  Ld.  v.  Rhodes,  1903.   1   Ch.   631  ; 

21  ;  Briggs  v.  Jones,  L.  R.  10  Eq.  Wms.  Real  Prop.  628,  6iS,  19th 

92  ;  Brockleshy  v.  Temperance,  ^-c.  ed. 
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or  not  of  any  registered  laud,  having  a  sufficient  estate 

or  interest    in   sueli   land,   may  create  estates,   rights, 

interests  and  equities   in  the  same  manner  as  he  might 

do   if   the    land    were    not   registered.       Such    estates, 

interests,  rights  or  equities,  may  or  may  not  be  guarded 

by  a  notice,  caution,  inhibition  or  restriction  (h)  placed 

on  the  register  by  the  person  entitled  thereto.     Now  it  Purchaser  not 

appears  that,  in  the  absence  of  special  stipulation,  a  abstract  of '^'^ 

purchaser  of  registered  land  has  no  right  to  require  an  documents 

abstract  or  production  of  any  instrument,  by  which  the  unregistered 

registered  proprietor  of  land  has  created  any  estates  or  estates, 

.  p      1  •      1  •         /  \  except  as  to 

interests  of    this   kind  (/),  except    only  of   documents  matters 

creating  interests  which  are  by  the  Acts  declared  not  to  ^^^^  11\q 
be  incumbrances  (/.•).  The  sole  protection  of  the  pur-  incumbrances. 
chaser  against  estates  or  interests  so  created,  whether 
legal  or  equitable,  lies,  therefore,  in  the  effect  given  by 
the  statute  to  a  registered  transfer  of  the  land  made  for 
valuable  consideration  by  the  registered  proprietor 
thereof  (/),  coupled  with  the  enactment  that  neither  the 
registrar  nor  any  person  dealing  with  registered  laud  or 
a  charge  shall  be  aifected  with  notice  of  a  trust,  express, 
implied  or  constructive  (^^?).  Now  such  a  transfer, 
when  registered,  of  freehold  land,  confers  on  the  trans- 
feree an  estate  in  fee  simple  in  the  land  free  from  all 
estates  ami  interests  ?r/iatsoerer,  except  (1)  registered 
incumbrances,  (2)  interests  by  the  Acts  declared  not  to 
be  incumbrances  (;/),  and  (3)  where  the  transferor  was 
registered  with  a  qualified  or  a  possessory  title  only, 
such  rights  or  interests  as  are  not  affected  by  such 
registration  respectively ;  and  similar  registered  transfers 
of  leasehold  land  have  a  like  effect  (o).  It  appears, 
therefore,  that  if  the  registered  proprietor  of  registered 

(//)  Above,  p.  1070.  {m)  Stat.  60   &  01  Vict.  c.  65, 

(i)  Above,  pp.  10 bd  sq.  First    Schedule,    amending'   sect. 

(/.•)  Above, pp.  1059,  lu64, 1065.  83  (1)  of  the  Land  Transfer  Act, 

(0   Stat.   3S   &   39  Vict.   c.   87,  1875. 

ss.   30—32,    35  ;    Land  Transfer  («)  Above,  p.  1059,  n.  (o). 

Rules  (1903),  140—142.  (o)  Above,  p.  1061,  nn.  (j},  q,  r). 
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Extinguisli- 
ment  of  un- 
registered 
estates  by  a 
registered 
transfer  for 
value. 


At  what  time 
is  a  purchaser 
of  registered 
land  bound  to 
pay  the  price 
under  an  open 
contract  ? 

Time  for 
completion. 


land  make  any  unregistered  disposition  either  of  the 
legal  or  of  the  equitable  estate  therein,  all  estates  or 
interests  created  by  such  disposition  (except  those 
declared  not  to  be  incumbrances)  mil  be  extinguished 
if  he  subsequently  execute  a  transfer  thereof  for  valuable 
consideration,  and  the  same  be  duly  registered.  It 
follows  that  the  assurance  to  be  made  by  a  vendor  to  a 
piu'chaser  of  registered  land  is  not  really  a  conveyance 
of  the  vendor's  own  estate,  but  is  essentially  the  execu- 
tion of  a  statutory  power  (j»;),  resembling  that  conferred 
by  the  Settled  Land  Act,  1882  (q),  and  enabling  the 
vendor  to  transfer  an  estate  which  is  not  or  may  not  be 
his  own  (r).  It  should,  however,  be  noted  that  a  transfer 
for  valuable  consideration  does  not  have  this  effect  until 
it  has  been  completed  by  registration  of  the  transferee 
as  proprietor  of  the  land.  Prior  to  that  time,  the  trans- 
feror is  to  be  deemed  to  remain  the  proprietor  of  the 
land  (.s) .  This  brings  us  to  one  of  the  most  troublesome 
questions  raised  by  the  Acts  :  At  what  time  and  against 
v/hat  conveyance  is  a  purchaser  of  registered  land  under 
an  open  contract  bound  to  pay  his  purchase  money  ? 

The  time  for  completion  is  of  course  when  the  vendor 
has  shown  such  a  title  as  the  purchaser  is  bound  to 
accept  (f).  When  this  time  has  arrived,  the  parties  are 
bound  to  perform  their  respective  duties  of  conveyance 
and  payment  (u).  But  as  a  purchaser  of  registered 
land  depends  so  entii-ely  for  his  protection  on  the  effect 
of  the  statutory  poirer  of  transfer  given  to  the  registered 


{p)  Capital  ^-  Counties  Bank, 
Id.  V.  Modes,  1903,  1  Ch.  631, 
655. 

(q)  Above,  p.  313. 

(r)  See  Wms.  Real  Prop.  118, 
393,  626,  628,  19th  ed.  The 
transferee  appears  not  to  succeed 
to  the  estate  or  ownership  of  the 
transferor,  but  to  have  an  entirely 
new  title  conferred  upon  him  by 


an  exercise  of  sovereign  autho- 
rity ;  compare  the  case  of  the 
purchase  of  a  ship  sold  in  Admi- 
ralty proceedings  in  rem  ;  Wms. 
Pers.  Prop.  46,  15th  ed. 

(s)  See  Stat.  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  87, 
ss.  29,  30. 

(t)  Above,  pp.  22,  506  sq. 
(m)  Above,  p.  509. 
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proprietor,  it  seems  obvious  tliat  he  cannot  safely  pay 
his  purchase  money  until  that  power  is  completely 
executed ;  and  by  the  general  law  of  sale  of  land  he  is 
not  bound  to  part  with  the  price,  except  against  com- 
plete conveyance  to  himself  of  the  whole  estate  pur- 
chased {.{•).  This  takes  place,  as  we  have  seen,  when 
the  transfer  is  completed  by  his  registration  as  pro- 
prietor of  the  land  :  but  owing  to  the  course  of  pro- 
cedure laid  down  in  the  Land  Transfer  Eules,  190-3,  it 
is  impossible  for  payment  of  the  price  and  completion 
of  the  registration  to  be  exactly  simultaneous.  The 
one  must  either  precede  or  follow  the  other.  In  this 
respect  the  most  important  rules  are  the  following : — 

(Rule  111.)     Where  instruments  or  applications  are  delivered  at  the  Relation  back 
registry  with  the  proper  Inland   Revenue  and  Land   Registry  fee  of  registration 
stamps  aiBxed  thereto    or  impressed  thereon  (y) ,  accompanied  when  to    le    imeo 
necessary  by  the  land  certificate  or  certificate  of  charge  (;),  they  shall  ^-^^  applica- 
be  examined  by  an  officer  of  the  registry,  and  if  certified  by  him  as  tion  therefor, 
capable  of  registration,  they  shall  be  entered  in  a  book  («)  in  the  order 
in  which  they  are  delivered.     The  registration  shall  then  be  com- 
pleted as  of  the  day  on  which,  and,  in  the  absence  of  direction  or 
inference  to  the  contrary  in  or  from  the  instruments  or  applications 
themselves,  of  the  priority  in  which  the  instruments  or  applications  tvere 
delivered. 

(Rule  118.)     On  the  delivery  for  registration  of  an  instrument  or  Notice  of 
application,  notice  of  the  fact  shall  be  sent  to  the  person  by  whom  it  application 
purports  to  be  executed,  and,  where  the  instrument  purports  to  be  a  *?^  ^t^^t  ^^' 
conveyance  or  transfer  in  exercise  of  a  power  of  sale  contained  either  g^^^^  ^^  ^^^_ 
in  a  mortgage  prior  to  the  registration  of  the  land  or  in  a  registered  tain  persons, 
charge,  notice  of  the  fact  shall  also  be  i^ent  to  the  proprietor  of  the 
land  and  to  the  proprietors  of  all  subsequent  charges. 

The  notice  shall  state  that  the  person  to  whom  it  is  addressed  will 
have  three  clear  days  from  the  posting  of  the  notice  within  which  to 
lodge  objections.  In  the  absence  of  any  objection  the  registration 
may  be  completed  at  the  expiration  of  the  limited  period. 

(Rule  117.)     The  registered  proprietor  of  land  or  of  a  charge  or  his  Priority 
solicitor,  or  with   his   consent   in  writing   any  other  person  or  his  notice. 


(x)  Above,  pp.   373,  509,   645,  (1903),  123—125. 

646,  648.  {z)  See  above,  p,  1062,  n.  {u). 

{y)  See  stat.  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  87,  (a)  This  is  caUed  the  Applica- 

s.   83  (7) ;  Land  Transfer  Rules  tion  Book. 


1076  OF  THE  SALE  OF  EEGISTERED  LAND. 

solicitor,  may  lodge  at  the  registry  a  notice  (to  be  called  a  priority 
notice)  in  Form  19  in  the  First  Schedule  hereto  reserving  priority  for 
a  specified  instrument  or  for  a  specified  application  intended  to  be 
subsequently  made.  The  notice  shall  be  accompanied  by  the  land 
certificate  or  certificate  of  charge  and  shall  be  entered  on  the  register 
and  the  certificate  shall  be  endorsed  accordingly.  If  within  fourteen 
days  from  the  lodging  of  the  notice  or  such  further  time  as  the 
registrar  shall  think  fit,  the  specified  instrument  or  application  is 
delivered  for  registration,  it  shall  be  registered  loith  jiriority  to  any 
other  biHtrument  or  application  affecting  the  same  land  or  charge  which 
mag  have  been  delivered  in  the  meantime.  On  the  expiration  of  the 
period  fixed,  as  aforesaid,  for  the  operation  of  the  notice,  it  may  be 
cancelled. 
Provisional  (Rule    157.)     (1)  Upon   the   joint   application   in    writing   of    the 

registration,  registered  proprietor  and  of  an  intended  purchaser  of  part  of  the 
land  comprised  in  a  title,  accompanied  by  an  instrument  of  transfer 
(executed  as  or  as  in  the  nature  of  an  escrow  by  all  necessary  parties), 
the  intended  transferee  may  be  provisionally  registered  as  proprietor ; 
and  in  such  case  a  land  certificate  may  be  issued  to  the  transferor 
showing  the  intended  transferee  as  registered  proprietor  of  the  land 
mentioned  in  the  instrument  of  transfer  ;  but  nevertheless  during  a 
period  to  be  specified  in  the  application  (but  not  exceeding  twenty-one 
days  from  the  date  thereof)  such  registration  shall,  subject  as  herein- 
after provided,  be  deemed  to  be  provisional  only,  and  liable  to  cancel- 
lation under  this  rule  ;  and  unless  com^jleted  as  hereinafter  provided 
such  registration  shall  not  be  deemed  to  be  registration  within  the 
meaning  of  sections  29  and  34  of  the  Act  of  1875. 

(2)  At  any  time  before  the  registration  has  been  completed,  the 
provisional  registration  may  be  cancelled  and  the  instrument  of 
transfer  returned  to  the  transferor  upon  (i)  the  delivery  of  the  land 
certificate  to  the  registrar  to  be  cancelled,  and  (ii)  the  production  of  a 
statutory  declaration  by  the  transferor  to  the  effect  that  any  con- 
sideration expressed  to  be  paid  or  given  for  the  transfer  has  not  been 
paid  or  given,  and  (iii)  the  service  of  such  notices  as  the  registrar 
shall  think  fit. 

(3)  If  such  registration  shall  not  have  been  cancelled  then  on  the 
expiration  of  the  period  specified  in  the  application  (or  sooner  on  the 
production  of  the  land  certificate  accompanied  by  the  written  appli- 
cation of  the  transferee  or  any  person  claiming  under  Lim  for  the 
registration  to  be  immediately  completed)  the  registration  shall  be 
completed  and  take  effect  as  of  the  day  on  which  and  of  the  priority  in 
which  the  application  for  provisioned  registration  was  delivered  to  the 
registry,  and  the  instrument  of  transfer  shall  be  deemed  to  have  taken 
effect  accordingly. 

(4)  Pending  the  completion  of  the  registration  the  registrar  shall 
make  such  provisional  entries  in  the  books  kept  in  the  registry  as  he 
shall  deem  necessary. 
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Now  it  is  tlioiio-lit  tliat,  under  an  open  contract  for  Ventlor  not 

^  •    1  J.  entitled  to 

the  sale  of  registered  land,  the  vendor  can  have  no  right  demand  pay- 
to  require  the  purchaser  to  pay  the  price  at  the  office  of  ^iTexS^on 
the  vendor's  solicitors  on  receipt  of  an  instrument  of  of  a  registered 
transfer  executed  by  the  vendor  (/v).  Such  an  instru- 
ment, unless  it  contain  words  sufficiently  evidencing  an 
intention  to  grant  the  estate,  as  well  as  to  execute  the 
statutory  power,  vests  no  estate  at  all  in  the  purchaser 
prior  to  his  registration  as  proprietor  of  the  land  (c). 
And  if  between  the  time  of  payment  of  the  purchase 
money  and  that  of  the  delivery  of  his  transfer  for  regis- 
tration, application  were  made  at  the  registry  for  the 
registration  of  some  other  disposition  by  the  vendor, 
capable  of  registration,  or  of  an  inhibition  or  a  restric- 
tion, it  appears  that  the  transfer  to  the  purchaser  would 
be  postponed  to  the  result  of  those  prior  applications. 
And  this  would  equally  be  the  case,  although  the 
transfer  had  contained  a  conveyance  of  the  vendor's 
legal  estate  to  the  purchaser.  It  is  thought  that  the 
vendor  cannot  require  the  purchaser  to  run  these  risks, 
however  improbable  it  may  be  that  he  will  incur  any 
actual  harm  in  the  short  interval  between  payment  and 
registration.     There  appear,  however,  to  be  four  ways 

{h)  It  is  submitted  that  the  cise  does  not  show  any  intention  of 

is  not  parallel  to  that  of  the  con-  granting  the  transferor's  estate  ; 

veyance    of    land    in   a   register  unless  words  indicative  of  an  in- 

county;  see  above,  pp.  373,  n.  (.(•),  tention   to    grant   the   estate   be 

645    646.  added  thereto.    The  fact  that  the 

(c)    It   is    submitted    that    the  form    in    question    contains    no 

execution   of    an    instrument   of  Avords  of  inheritance  is  thought 

transfer   is   a    mere    step  in   the  to  confirm  this  view.     If  words 

execution  of  the  statutory  power  ;  of    inheritance   alone  should   be 

and  that,  applying  the  ordinary  added  to  the  form,  the  question 

rules  with  regard  to  the  construe-  would    be    raised    whether    this 

tion  of  instruments,  which  may  showed  an  intention  to  grant  the 

operate  either  as  an  execution  of  estate  :    but  these  words  would 

a  power  or  as  a  grant  of  an  estate  hardly  be  conclusive.     Where  it 

(see  above,  p.  471,  n.  {(t) ),  an  in-  is  desired  to  include  a  conveyance 

strament    of    transfer    in    Form  of    the   transferor's   estate   in   a 

No.  20  in  the  First  Schedule  to  registered  transfer,  express  words 

the  Land  Transfer  Rules,  1903,  of  grant  should  be  added,  as  well 

merely  exhibits  an  intention  to  as  the  appropriate  words  of  in- 

execute  the  statutory  power,  and  heritance. 
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Completion 
at  the  Office 
of  Liiud 
Ke-istry. 


Priority 
notice. 


Provisional 
res'i.stration. 


in  whicli  the  risk  of  adverse  entries  in  the  register, 
made  subsequently  to  payment,  may  be  avoided. 

First,  the  purchase  may  be  completed  at  the  Office  of 
Land  Eegistry,  the  purchaser  ascertaining  there  that  no 
entries  or  applications  adverse  to  his  interest  have  been 
made  up  to  the  last  moment,  and  paying  his  purchase 
money  when  the  draft  entries  to  be  made  in  the 
register  have  been  approved  by  the  proper  officer  and 
the  necessary  documents  are  handed  over  to  the  clerk 
in  charge  of  the  Application  Book  {d).  If  this  be 
done,  it  appears  that  his  registration  as  proprietor, 
when  com]3leted,  will  relate  back  to  the  time  of  hand- 
ing over  the  documents,  that  is,  the  time  of  pay- 
ment {(').  Secondly,  the  vendor  may  obtain  a  priority 
notice  in  favour  of  the  transfer  to  the  purchaser;  in 
which  case  it  appears  that  the  purchaser  may  safely 
pay  his  purchase  money,  away  from  the  Land  Eegistry, 
against  delivery  to  him  of  an  instrument  of  transfer 
duly  executed  by  the  vendor  and  all  other  necessary 
parties,  if  any,  and  of  the  land  certificate  endorsed  with 
the  priority  notice,  provided  that  fourteen  days  from 
the  lodging  of  the  notice  have  not  expired.  In  such 
case  it  appears  that  the  registration,  when  completed, 
will  relate  back  to  the  time  of  lodging  the  notice  (/). 
Thirdly,  where  the  land  sold  was  ixirt  only  of  that  com- 
prised in  the  vendor's  title,  the  vendor  and  purchaser 
together  may  obtain  provisional  registration  of  the  pur- 
chaser as  proprietor  of  the  land  ;  when  the  pui-chaser 
may,  it  seems,  safely  pay  the  price  on  delivery  to  him 
of  the  land  certificate  made  out  in  his  name,  provided 
that  twenty-one  days  from  the  date  thereof  have  not 
expired.  If  he  obtain  this,  lie  can  procure  his  own 
registration  to  be  immediately  completed,  when  it  will 


{d)  See  Brickdale  &  Sheldon's 
Land  Transfer  Acts,  402,  2nd  ed. 


{e)  Above,  p.  1075. 
(/)  See  above,  p.  1076. 
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relate  back  to  the  time  of  tlie  application  for  provi-  Complete 

„  ,       registration 

sional  registration  {(j).     Fonrtlilj,  the  transfer  may  be  before 
registered  (not  provisionally)  and  the  purchase  money  payment, 
not  paid  over  to  the  vendor  until  the  land  certificate 
made  out  in  the  purchaser's  name  has  been  issued. 

Now   the   last   of   these   methods   of   completion   is  As  to  re- 

,  ,  p       1       quiring  com- 

obviously  that  most  favourable  to  the  purchaser ;  for  he  piete  regis- 
would  not  part  with  his  purchase  money  until  after  the  pl.^y^ejjj!^"''® 
legal  estate  had  been  vested  in  him  by  the  complete 
execution  of  the  statutory  power,  and  it  had  been  ascer- 
tained that  no  objection  to  the  registration  of  his  transfer 
could  be  lodged  by  any  person  to  whom  notice  of  his 
application  is  required  to  be  sent  [h).  But  such  regis- 
tration would  irrevocably  vest  the  purchased  estate  in 
the  buyer  before  the  land  certificate  in  his  name  was 
issued  {h )  ;  and  it  appears  that,  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
procedure,  the  land  certificate  would  be  issued  to  the 
purchaser.  It  is  thought  that  he  has  no  right  to  require 
this  to  be  done  before  payment  (A) .  It  seems,  therefore, 
that  this  method  of  completion  cannot  be  that  contem- 
plated by  an  open  contract  (/).  Nor  can  it  be  imjilied 
in  such  a  contract  that  the  purchaser  shall,  on  the  execu- 
tion or  on  delivery  for  registration  of  the  instrument  of 
transfer,  deposit  the  purchase  money  with  a  stakeholder, 
to  be  paid  over  to  the  vendor  on  the  issue  to  the  pur- 
chaser of  the  land  certificate  made  out  in  his  name  {m). 

ig)  Above,  p.  1076.  gery  ;  and  the  risk  of  forgery  is 

'  ,  ,„.,  run  on  tne  completion  oi  every 

[h)  See  above,  p.  lO/o.  ^^^^  ^f  j^^^_     ^^  ^^  ^-^^  notices, 

(,?■)  Above,  pp.  509,  510.  on  the  purchase  from  a  mortgagee 

{I)  It  is  thought  that  the  pur-  or  chargee,  to  the  persons  entitled 

chaser  has  no  right  to  claim  to  to  redeem,  the  purchaser  must  of 

complete  in  tliis  manner,  merely  course   ascertain   that    all    these 

because  of  the  notices  required  to  persons  will  be  bound  by  the  sale 

be  sent  out  of  his  application  for  before  he  accepts  the  title  ;  and 

registration  and  of  the  time  given  having  accepted  it,  he  appears  to 

for  lodging  objections  thereunder;  be  bound  to  complete,  notwith- 

above,  p.   1075.     As  to  notice  to  standing  these  notices, 

the  transferor,  that  appears  to  be  {m)    See   above,    pp.    22,   509. 

simply  a  precaution  against  for-  This  course  may  be  adopted  by 
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We  are  therefore  driven  to  conclude  that  one  of  the 
first  three  methods  of  completion  above  mentioned  must 
be  that  to  which  the  parties  are  bound  under  an  open 
contract :  but  in  the  absence  of  any  expression  of 
judicial  opinion  on  the  matter,  it  is  impossible  to  say 
which.  It  is  suggested,  however,  that  the  vendor  may 
be  entitled  to  object  to  the  first  of  them  on  the  ground 
that  he  cannot  be  requned,  against  his  will,  to  complete 
at  the  Land  Registry  {»)  ;  and  the  purchaser  on  the 
ground  that  a  priority  notice  or  provisional  registration 
secures  to  him  the  assurance  that  notice  of  the  applica- 
tion therefor  has  been  sent  out  to  the  persons  specified 
in  the  Rules,  and  no  objection  has  been  lodged  in  con- 
sequence. If  so,  it  is  thought  that,  where  provisional 
registration  is  possible,  the  vendor  would  have  to  give 
to  the  purchaser  the  choice  of  the  other  two  alterna- 
tives. It  can  make  no  difference  to  the  vendor 
which  method  of  completion  is  adopted  ;  in  any  case 
the  whole  expense  of  the  purchaser's  registration  appears 
to  form  an  item  of  the  expense  of  the  conveyance  to  the 
purchaser  and  so  to  fall  upon  the  purchaser  himself  (o). 


express     stipulation    -where    the  He    must    therefore    go   to   the 

purchase  is   by  private  contract.  veudor,  who  is  not  bound  to  come 

It    is    that    which     affords    the  to    him  ;    see   Litt.   s.    340  ;    Co. 

greatestsecurity  to  the  purchaser,  Litt.    210  a,  b.      It  is  thought 

particularly  where  he  is  buying  that  the  vendor  may  well  appoint 

from  a  chargee  under  an  exercise  his   own   residence,    or   his  soli- 

of  the  chargee's  power  of  sale  ;  citor's  office,  or  on  or  near  the 

as    the    purchase  money   is    not  land  sold,  or  a  convenient  place 

handed  over  to  the  vendor  nntil  in  London,  as  the  place  for  cora- 

it   has    been   finally   ascertained  pletiou  ;   see  above,   p.   101  :  but 

that  no  person  to  whom  notice  is  it  would  be  a  breach  of  duty  for 

required  to  be  sent  can  raise  any  the   vendor    to    be    out    of    the 

objection  to  the  purchaser's  regis-  country  at  the  proper  time  for 

tration  as  proprietor  of  the  land  completion  ;  Ee  Young  if-  I[arston''s 

sold.  contract,  31   Ch.   D.    174  (above, 

(«)  It  does  not  appear  to  have  p.  57,  n.  [j)). 
been  precisely  decided  what  is  the  (o)    See   above,   pp.    645,   646. 

proper  place  for  completion  of  an  Of  course,  the  vendor  must  bear 

open  contract  for   sale  of    laud.  the  expense  of  the  execution  by 

The  purchaser  is,  however,  bound  himself  and  all  other  necessary 

to  tender  the  conveyance  for  the  parties     of     the    instrument     of 

vendor's  execution,  together  with  transfer  or  of  otherwise  clearing 

the  price  ;    above,   pp.   29,   509.  the  register  of  incumbrances,  or 
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Where  provisional  registration  cannot  be  adopted, 
because  the  vendor  is  selling  the  whole  of  the  land 
comprised  in  his  title,  it  is  thought  that  the  vendor 
would  be  well  advised  to  offer  and  the  purchaser  to 
accept  completion  by  means  of  a  priority  notice.  But  of 
com^se,  where  a  formal  contract  is  made  or  where  regis- 
tered land  is  sold  by  auction,  the  place  and  manner 
of  completion  should  be  the  subject  of  express  stipu- 
lation {p). 

The  next  point  to  be  considered  is  whether  a  pur-  ^^  the  pur- 
chaser of  registered  land,  who  before  completion  receives  to  h^ave  °"^ 
notice  of  some  unregistered  estate,  interest  or  equitv   ^^8'?^^  *« 

1  J.J1  1?  •,,  uj?   notice  given 

adverse  to  the  vendor's  registered  estate,  is  bound  to  to  him  of 
have  regard  thereto.  It  is  submitted  that  he  is  not ;  rnterfsfsT'*^ 
that  the  effect  of  the  enactments  and  rules  above  cited  {q) 
is  that  priority  of  interest  is  to  be  determined  by  priority 
of  registration  alone,  and  that,  so  long  as  the  persons 
claiming  the  unregistered  interests  do  not  protect  them- 
selves by  a  registered  caution,  notice,  inhibition  or 
restriction  (r),  anyone  dealing  with  registered  land  in 
such  a  way  that  he  is  about  to  become  registered  as  the 
proimetor  or  a  chargee  thereof  («)  is  entitled,  if  he  can, 
to  gain  priority  of  interest  by  procuring  priority  of 
registration,  notwithstanding  that  he  have  notice,  actual 

of  getting  in  or  releasing  things  owner  on  the  register,  with  \m- 

declared  not  to  be  incumbrances  restricted    statutory    powers    of 

or  outstanding  estates  or  interests  disposition,  will  be  estopped  from 

not  affected  by  registration ;  see  otherwise  asserting  their  claims 

above,  pp.  1064,  1066.  against  persons  taking  under  an 

{p)  See  above,  p.  1079,  n.  (;«).  e-^ercise  of  any  of  such  powers  ; 

/  N    .,  1^-.-,    ,„--  f^ee   above,  p.    1072,   and   n.   (e). 

(?)  Above,  pp.  10,3,  lO/o.  Consider  also  stat.  60  &  61  Vict. 

(r)  Above,p.l070.  Itisthought  c.  65,  s.  7  (3). 
that  persons  entitled  to  any  un-  («)  It  is  thought  that  the  pro- 
registered  estates  or  interests  in  visions  of  the  Land  Transfer  Acts 
registered  land  who  do  not  pro-  as  to  notice  (see  above,  p.  1073) 
tect  themselves  by  such  entries  would  not  be  construed  so  as  to 
in  the  register  as  are  available  in  absolve  persons  acquiring  unrcgis- 
and  appropriate  to  the  particular  tcred  legal  estates  in  registered 
case,  but  allow  the  registered  land  from  the  effect  of  notice  of 
proprietor  to  remain  the  apparent  equities. 

w.— II.  27 
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or  constructive,  of  any  unregistered  interest  whatever  (f). 
And  it  is  tliouglit  tliat  if  he  so  procure  himself  to  be 
registered  as  proprietor  of  the  land  or  a  charge  thereon, 
the  adverse  unregistered  estates  or  interests  will  be  ex- 
tinguished, or  will  be  postponed  to  the  charge  ;  and  he 
will  not  be  held  to  be  a  trustee  of  any  legal  estate  or 
interest  so  acquired  by  him.  It  must  be  observed,  how- 
ever, that  the  Land  Transfer  Acts  only  provide  that 
persons  dealing  with  registered  land  or  charges  shall 
not  be  affected  with  notice  of  a  trust  (ii)  ;  and  that  the 
effect  of  a  registered  transfer  of  registered  freehold  land 
is  to  vest  in  the  transferee  an  estate  in  fee  simple  free 
from  all  estates  and  interests  whatsoever  other  than  those 
excluded  from  the  effect  of  the  registration  {x).  The 
question  is  thus  raised,  what  is  the  position  of  a  person 
Notice  of  a  dealing  with  registered  land,  who  receives  notice  of  a 
bare  nght        })aYe   riffht   or   equity,   not   amounting   to   an   interest 

or  equity.  .        °  .  . 

(strictly  so  called)  in  the  land,  such  as  the  right  to  set 
aside  a  prior  conveyance  thereof  induced  by  fraud,  duress 
or  undue  influence  (?/),  or  by  the  concealment  of  some 
relative  equitable  disability  ?  (z)  Notice  of  such  a  right 
is  no  doubt  notice  of  a  trust  to  this  extent,  that  it  is 
notice  that  the  person  claiming  under  the  conveyance  is 
constructively  a  trustee  for  the  person  entitled  to  set  it 
aside  ;  and  it  is  submitted  that  a  person,  so  dealing  with 
registered  land  as  to  be  in  the  way  of  becoming  the 
registered  proprietor  thereof  or  of  a  charge  thereon, 
should  not  be  affected  by  notice  of  such  a  trust,  so  long 
as  the  other  refrains  from  asserting  his  right  by  regis- 
tered inhibition  or  caution.  Indeed,  as  the  other's 
right  is  to  set  aside  or  affirm  the  conveyance  at  his 

{t)    See  Cozens-Hardy,  L.  J.,  if  so  strong  as,  that  of  the  Land 

Capital  ^-  Counties  Sank,   Id.  v.  Transfer  Acts  and  Rules. 

Modes,  1903,  1  Ch.  631,  655,  656  ;  /„)  Above   p.  1073. 

and  consider  Black  v.    Williams,  /  n    at        '     "      ■,„«,          , 

1895,  1  Ch.  408,  421,  decided  on  ,  (f„-^^°^^'  PP"   ^^^^'  °-  (^'  ^' 

the  Merchant  Shipping  Acts,  1854  '^'       '   ' 

and  1862,  the  language  of  which  iv)  Above,  pp.  747,  766. 

appears  to  be  no  stronger  than,  (s)  Above,  pp.  899—902. 
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election  (a),  it  may  be  suggested  that  to  refrain  from 
procuring  an  inhibition  or  registering  a  caution,  when 
informed  of  the  proposed  dealing  with  the  land,  is 
evidence  of  an  intention  to  affirm  the  conveyance  («). 
Besides  this,  it  is  thought  that  the  unregistered  interests 
in  registered  land,  which  are  extinguished  by  the  regis- 
tration of  a  transfer  thereof  for  valuable  consideration, 
are  interests  in  the  widest  sense  of  the  word  and 
include,  not  only  all  bare  rights  of  entry  on  or 
action  to  recover  the  land  {h),  but  also  all  bare  rights  of 
action  in  equity  to  set  aside  a  conveyance  thereof  for 
fraud  or  other  cause  (c).  It  seems,  therefore,  that  a 
purchaser  of  registered  land  need  have  no  more  regard 
to  notice  of  equities  of  this  description  than  to  notice  of 
express  trusts.  It  is  submitted,  however,  that  an  in- 
tending purchaser  or  mortgagee  of  registered  land  can- 
not safely  assume  more  than  this  : — that  where,  by  the 
equitable  rule  of  notice  it  would  be  merely  a  technical 
fraud  in  equity  {d)  to  act  in  disregard  of  notice  acquired 
of  some  unregistered  estate  or  interest,  he  is  at  liberty, 
if  he  can,  to  acquire  priority  of  interest  by  priority  of 
registration.  Thus,  if  the  registered  proprietor  of  regis- 
tered land  had  made  a  settlement  or  an  unregistered 
mortgage  thereof,  and  the  settlement  or  mortgage  were 
not  in  any  way  protected  on  the  register,  it  is  thought 
that  a  person  intending  to  take  a  registered  transfer  or 
charge  of  the  land  need  not  have  regard  to  any  notice 
which  he  may  receive  of  the  settlement  or  unregistered 
mortgage,  so  long  as  the  persons  claiming  thereunder 
refrain  from  asserting  their  interests  by  some  entry  in 
the  register  [e) .     But  where  the  unregistered  right  is 

(«)  Above,  pp.  744,  766.  or  mortgagee  of  land  in  a  register 

{b)  See  Co.  Litt.  345  b.  county  registered  his  conveyance 

{c)    See    Gresley  y.  Motcley,   4  ^^  priority  to  some  previous  as- 

De  Gr   &  J    78    93  surance,  oi  which  lie  had  notice  ; 

'       ■  above,  p.  352  and  n.  (s). 

[d)  That  is,  the  kind  of  fraud  (c)    See  above,  pp.  1072,  n.  {e), 

which  Courts  of  Equity  held  to  1073,  1081,  n.  (r)  ;    and  £a(tison 

be  committed  when  a  purchaser  v.  Hobson,  1896,  2  Oh.  403,  412. 

27(2) 
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not  the  consequence  of  some  prior  unregistered  disposi- 
tion by  the  registered  proprietor,  but  is  an  equity  arising 
from  his  actually  fraudulent  or  blameworthy  conduct 
(as  in  the  case  of  a  right  to  set  aside  the  conveyance  to 
himself  for  his  fraud  or  undue  influence) ,  or  where  the 
intending  purchaser  has  notice  of  facts  showing  that  the 
registered  proprietor  is  contemplating  an  actual  fraud 
to  the  detriment  of  some  person  entitled  to  an  unregis- 
tered interest,  it  is  thought  that  the  wording  of  the 
Acts  is  not  so  clear  that  the  purchaser  could  be  advised 
to  act  in  disregard  of  the  notice,  without  obtaining  the 
direction  of  the  Court. 


Can  a  vendor 
of  registered 
land  enforce 
the  contract 
where  there 
are  unregis- 
tered estates 
or  interests 
outstanding 
in  other 
persons  ? 


It  should  be  observed  that  in  any  case  where  it  appears 
from  information  furnished  by  the  vendor,  or  obtained 
elsewhere,  that  the  registered  proprietor  of  registered 
land  is  a  trustee  for  some  other  person,  without  power 
of  sale  (_/),  or  has  created  or  is  subject  to  any  unregis- 
tered estate,  interest  or  equity,  adverse  to  his  own  regis- 
tered proprietorship,  it  is  questionable  whether  he  is  in 
a  position  to  enforce,  either  specifically  or  at  law,  a 
contract  made  by  himself  alone  for  sale  of  the  land ; 
for  he  has  not  shown  what  is  requisite  to  establish  a 
good  title  [g).  The  vendor  may  indeed  allege  that  he 
has  an  over-riding  statutory  power  of  disposition,  which 
is  paramount  to  all  unregistered  interests  (//)  ;  but  he 
can  only  exercise  this  power  to  the  prejudice  of  unregis- 
tered rights  by  a  registered  transfer  for  value,  or 
charge  [i)  ;  and  the  question  is  whether  he  is  enabled 
of  his  own  motion  so  to  ]Dut  an  end  to  unregistered 
estates,  which  may  have  been  created  by  his  own  act 
and  for  value.     The  Court  may  possibly  hold  that  the 


(/)  Above,  p.  2C8. 

(g)  Above,  pp.  130—134. 

(A)  Above,  p.  1074  &  n.  [p). 

(i)    Transfers    made    without 
valuable  consideration  are  sub- 


ject, so  far  as  the  transferee  is 
concerned,  to  any  unregistered 
estates,  rights,  interests  or  equi- 
ties, subject  to  which  the  trans- 
feror held  the  same ;  stat.  38  & 
39  Vict.  c.  87,  ss.  33,  38. 


1085 


OF  THE  SALE  OF  REGISTERED  LAND. 

ease  is  parallel  to  that  of  a  sale,  under  the  old  law,  of 
land  which  the  vendor  had  already  parted  with  by  some 
voluntary  conveyance  (A)  ;  and  that  the  Court  will  not 
interfere  to  assist  the  vendor  to  get  rid,  by  registration 
of  a  transfer  or  charge  from  himself,  of  any  lawful 
estates  or  interests  which  would  otherwise  remain  per- 
fectly valid.  But  if  this  should  be  so  decided,  it  is 
thought  that,  as  in  the  parallel  instance  (/.•),  the  ^;!0-- 
chaser  would  be  entitled  to  enforce  the  contract  in  every 
case  where  the  unregistered  estate,  interest  or  equity 
would  be  extinguished  or  defeated  by  the  registration 
of  a  transfer  from  the  registered  proprietor  to  himself  (/) . 
If  this  suggestion  be  correct,  a  purchaser  of  registered 
land  who  had  received  notice  of  unregistered  estates  or 
interests  adverse  to  the  vendor's  title,  would  have  two 
courses  open  to  him  : — He  might  object  to  the  title,  and 
refuse  to  complete  except  with  the  concurrence  of  all 
persons  entitled  to  the  unregistered  interests  {m)  ;  or,  if 
the  unregistered  interests  were  such  as  would  be 
extinguished  by  the  transfer  to  himself  and  remained 
unprotected  on  the  register,  he  might  proceed  with  his 
purchase  {n). 

Under  the  Land  Transfer  Acts  (o),  any  conditions  Restrictive 
restrictive  of  the  use  of  land,  such  as  are  capable  of  '^^^  ^*^°^^" 
affecting  assigns  by  way  of  notice  {2^),  may  be  entered 
in  the  register.    It  is  submitted  that,  unless  such  restric- 


{k)  Above,  p.  373,  n.  («).  of  disposition  given  to  the  regis- 

(/)  The  vendor  could  not  raise  tered  proprietor ;  stat.   38   &  39 

the  defence  of  want  of  mutuality  Vict.    c.    87,    s.    49  ;    Capital  ^• 

if  the  purchaser  sued  for  specific  Counties  Bank  v.  Ehodcs,  1903,   1 

performance  of   the  agreement  ;  Ch.  631,  655,  656. 
above,  pp.  1001,  1002:  nor,  it  is  (;h)  See  above,  pp.    132 — 135, 

thought,  could  he  raise  the  de-  152. 

fence  of  a  superior  equity  (above,  (w)  Above,  pp.  1081  sq. 

p.  1000)  ;  for  the  Land  Transfer  {o)  Stat.   3S  &  39  Vict.  c.   87, 

Acts  appear  to  subject  the  estates  s.   84,  amended  by  60  &  61  Vict. 

and  interests  created  by  unregis-  c.     65,    First     Schedule  ;    Land 

tered    disposition    to   the  estate  Transfer  Rules  (1903),  46,  223. 
created  by  the  statutory  power  {p)  Above,  pp.  426  sq. 
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tive  conditions  be  so  entered  in  the  register,  or  come 
under  the  head  of  rights  or  interests  exempted  from 
the  effect  of  registration  with  a  qualified,  good  leasehold 
or  possessory  title  (q),  a  purchaser  of  registered  land 
need  pay  no  regard  to  any  notice  he  may  receive  of  the 
existence  or  creation  of  such  conditions  (>•) . 

Searches  on  We  SCO,  then,  that  a  purchaser  of  registered  land  is 

registered*       ^^  effect  relegated  to  the  ordinary  methods  of  investiga- 
^''^^^-  tion  of  title  as  regards  any  estates  or  interests  which 

come  under  the  description  of  (1)  registered  incum- 
brances prior  to  first  registration,  whereof  the  j)ro- 
prietorship  is  not  registered  (s)  ;  (2)  matters  declared  by 
the  Acts  not  to  be  incumbrances,  or  (3)  estates  or 
interests  exempted  from  the  effect  of  registration,  with 
a  qualified,  good  leasehold  or  possessory  title  {t) ;  but 
that,  except  in  respect  of  these  estates  or  interests,  his 
security  lies  in  the  inspection  of  the  register  and  in  the 
effect  given  by  the  Acts  to  a  registered  transfer  for 
valuable  consideration  (?r).  If  the  land  purchased  be 
subject  to  any  estates  or  interests  of  the  second  or  third 
kind  (.r),  the  purchaser  must  make  the  same  searches  in 
respect  thereof  as  would  be  necessary  on  a  purchase  of 
unregistered  land,  according  to  the  cii'cumstances  of  the 
case  {//).  But  except  in  these  respects — that  is  to  say, 
as  regards  the  estate  which  will  be  vested  in  the  pur- 
chaser by  the  registration  of  the  transfer  to  him — it  is 
thought  that  he  need  make  no  searches  outside  the  Land 
Eegister,  other  than  in  Bankruptcy  ;  for  it  aj)pears  that 
all  such  interests  as  are  guarded  against  by  searches  on 


(rj)  Above,  p.  lOGl,  n.  (q,  r).  tered  incumbrances  prior  to  first 

(>•)  Above,  pp.  1081  sq.  registi'ation,  all  that  is  necessary 

(«)  Above   p.  1068.  appears  to  be  that  they  shall  be 

/,%.,,  ^0C'\  (       A  cleared    off    the  register  ;    after 

lOri    inrr  '      ■*>■''''  which  the  registered  transfer  to 

'  ■  the  purchaser  will  have  full  effect ; 

(m)  Above,  pp.  106.5,  1073.  above,  pp.  1066—1069. 
{x)  With  respect  to  any  regis-  {y)  Above,  pp.  511 — 538. 
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tlie  sale  of  unregistered  land  (~)  will  be  extinguislied, 

in  the  case  of  registered  land,  by  the  effect  of  a  registered 

transfer  for  valuable  consideration  (::) .   Thus  it  is  thought  Jucljrmont 

that  the  charge  obtained  by  the  registration  of  a  writ  '^^^^Jl]  ^ 

or   an   order   enforcing   a   judgment    or    Crown   debt 

against  the  land  (a)  would  be  so  extinguished,  as  would  Annuities. 

all  annuities  (b)   and  land   charges  (c)   not  entered  in  Land  charges. 

the  register.      With   respect   to    lis  pendens,  we  have  lis  pendens. 

seen  {d)  that  the  interests,  which  are  extinguished  by  the 

registration  of  a  transfer  for  valuable  consideration  of 

registered  land,  appear  to  include  not  only  all  estates 

and  interests  strictly  so  called,  but  also  all  bare  riglits 

of  entry  on  or  of  action  to  recover  the  land  (d),  and  all 

bare  rights  to  set  aside  a  conveyance  for  fraud  or  other 

cause.     It  seems,  therefore,  that  any  claim  to  or  over 

the  land,  which  might  be  asserted  in  a  lis  pendens,  would 

be  extinguished  by  the  registration  of  a  transfer  for 

valuable  consideration.     And  it  follows  that  a  purchaser 

of   registered  land  may  in  general   disregard  any  lis 

pendens  affecting  the  same,  which  is  registered  as  such, 

or  of  which  he  has  express  notice  (e),  unless  the  person 

interested  thereunder  be  protected  by  a  registered  caution 

or  inhibition  (./').     Search  in  bankruptcy  may  possibly  Bankruptcy. 

not  be  necessary  on  the  sale  of  registered  land  :  but  it  is 

thought  to  be  advisable  to  make  the  same  search  in 


{z)  Above,  pp.   1061,  n.  (?;,  q,  to  all  rents  or  annuities  or  prin- 

r),  1073.  cipal  moneys  charged  on  land  in 

\a)  Above,  p.  511.  the  manner    mentioned   in  that 

(i)  Above,  p.   517.     Annuities  Act,  whether  upon  the  application 

charged  on  registered  land  may  of  any  person  or  not.  This  appears 

be  registered  as  charges  thereon  ;  to   comprehend    charges   so  im- 

stat.  60  &  61  Vict.  c.  65,  s.  9  (3)  ;  posed  on  land  against  the  owner's 

Land  Transfer  Rules  (1903),  160.  will,   as  under  sect.   257  of  the 

[c)   Above,      pp.      518  —  523.  Public  Health  Act,  1875,  or  the 

Under  the  Land  Transfer  Rules  Private  Street  Works  Act,  1892  ; 

(1903),  1  (3),  170,  allland  charges,  see  above,  pp.  142,  386,  n.  (/), 

as  defined  therein,  are  capable  of  455,  523. 
registration,    and   the   definition  {(I)  Above,  p.  1083. 

given    not    only    includes    land  [e)  Above,  pp.  523,  521. 

charges  as  defined  in  the  Land  (/)  See    above,    pp.    1081    & 

Charges  Act,  1888,  but  extends  n.  (>•),  1083,  1084. 
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bankruptcy  against  the  vendor's  name  as  if  the  land 
were  not  registered  (/) . 

The  search  In  searching  the  Land  Register,  a  purchaser  of  regis- 

Reo-iste/^  tered  land  should  examine  the  Property,  Proprietorship 
and  Charges  Registers  (A-),  the  filed  plan  of  the  land 
registered  (/),  the  list  of  pending  applications,  and  the 
Day  List  {m).  As  we  have  seen  (v^),  the  purchaser  may 
either  search  the  register  himself  or  procure  an  official 
search  to  he  made  and  an  official  certificate  of  the  result 
of  the  search  to  be  issued  (o).  This  search  should  be 
made  up  to  the  last  minute  before  the  application  is 
handed  in  for  a  priority  notice  or  for  provisional  regis- 
tration in  order  to  complete  the  purchase  {p)  ;  so  that  it 
may  be  ascertained  that  no  application  is  pending  which 
may  possibly  take  priority  over  the  transfer  to  the  pur- 
chaser. If  the  purchase  is  to  be  completed  at  the 
Land  Registry  without  a  priority  notice  or  provisional 
registration  (q),  or  is  to  be  completed  by  securing  the 
purchaser's  final  registration  before  payment  of  the 
price  (r),  the  search  should  be  made  up  to  the  time  of 
delivery  of  the  application  for  the  purchaser's  registra- 
tion. 

Inquiries.  On  every  sale  of  registered  land,  the  purchaser  must 

make  the  same  inquiries  as  are  necessary  on  the  sale  of 
unregistered  land  (-s)  to  ascertain  that  the  possession  or 

(i)  Above,  pp.  524 — 527.     The  certificate   of   the  result   of    the 

reasons  for  this  oj)inion  are  given  search,  he  shall  not  be  answerable 

in  Appendix  (A),  below.  in  respect  of  loss  that  may  arise 

{k)    See  Land  Transfer  Rules  from  any  error  therein.     When 

(1903),  2  — 11,  284.  the  certificate   is  obtained  by  a 

(l)    Ibid.    Rules   2,    269 — 282,  solicitor  acting  for  trustees,  execu- 

285.  tors  or  other  persons  in  a  fiduciary 

(»()  Ibid.   Rule   13;   Brickdale  position,  those  persons  also  shall 

&  Sheldon's  Land  Transfer  Acts,  not  be  so  answerable. 
37,  2nd  ed.  /„\  Above,  p.  1080,  1081. 

(«)  Above,  p.  1063.  V  au  ,„^o 

U  By  the  Land  Transfer  Rules  (?)  ^^°^«'  P"  l^^^^. 

(1903),  293,  where  a  solicitor  or  (»')  Above,  p.  1079. 

other  person  obtains  an  official  (s)  Above,  pp.  538 — 541. 


on  registered 
and. 
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enjoyment  of  tlie  land  is  in  accordance  with  the  title 
shown.  For  the  laud  might  be  subject  to  some  tenancy, 
easement  or  right  which  is  not  disclosed  by  the  contract, 
and  is  amongst  the  things  declared  not  to  be  incum- 
brances (/).  It  is  thought  that  if  the  result  of  these 
inquiries  be  to  ascertain  the  existence  of  some  unregis- 
tered interest  in  the  land  {>(),  which  would  be  extin- 
guished by  the  registration  of  a  transfer  to  the  purchaser 
(such  as  a  prior  contract  of  sale  or  a  right  of  pre- 
emption), he  may  nevertheless  proceed  with  his  own 
purchase,  so  long  as  the  person  entitled  to  the  imregis- 
tered  interest  refrains  from  asserting  the  same  by  some 
entry  in  the  register  (.r). 

A  purchaser  of  registered  land  need  make  no  inquiries  Succession 
with  respect  to  any  succession  or  estate  duty,  which  dut,y^char"-ed 
may  be   charged  thereon  ;    except   as   regards   things  c 
declared  not  to  be  incumbrances,  and  estates  or  interests 
exempted  from  the  effect  of  registration  with  a  qualified 
or  possessory  title  {//),  as  to  which  he  must  observe  the 
same  precautions  as  are  incumbent  on  the  purchase  of 
unregistered  land  (;:).     For  by  the  Land  Transfer  Act, 
1897  {a),  succession   duty  and   estate   duty   shall   not 
affect  a  bond  fide  registered  purchaser  {h)  for  full  con- 
sideration  in   money  or  money's  worth,  although  he 
may  have  received  extraneous  notice  of  the  liability  in 
respect  thereof,  unless  (1)  the  liability  be  noted  in  the 
register  [c],  or  (2)  in  the  case  of  a  possessory  title  the 

{t)  Above,  p.  lOSO,  n.  (o).  charge. 

(?<)  Above,  p.  538.  (c)  By  sub-sects.  1,  2,  on  every 

{x)  See  above,  pp.  1081  sq.  application  to  register  land  with 

{y)  Above,    pp.    1059,    n.    (o),  an  absolute  title,  or  to  register  a 

1061,  n.  {q,r).  transmission  of  land,  the  registrar 

[z)  Above,  pp.  140,  202  sq.  shall  inquire  as  to  succession  duty 

(rt)  Stat.  60  &  61  Vict.  c.  65,  and  estate  duty.     And  if ,  on  such 

s.  13  (3).  application,  it  appears  that  there 

ip)  It   is    presumed    that    the  is,  or  is  capable  of  arising,   any 

registered  proprietor  of  a  regis-  such  liability  to  succession  duty 

tared  charge  would  be  held  to  be  or  estate  duty  as  would  affect  the 

a  purchaser  to  the  extent  of  the  purchaser    from    the    person    to 
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Purchaser 
should  lodge 
a  caution. 


Transfer  of 
registered 
land,  how 
effected. 


liability  to  the  duty  were  at  the  date  of  the  original 
registration  of  the  land,  subsisting  or  capable  of  arising, 
or  (3)  in  the  case  of  a  qualified  title  the  liability  to  the 
duty  were  included  in  the  exceptions  made  on  such 
original  registration  of  the  land.  Of  course,  where  any 
such  liability  is  noted  in  the  register,  it  must  be  dis- 
charged. 

A  purchaser  of  registered  land  is  advised  to  lodge  a 
caution  in  the  Land  Registry  (d)  immediately  on  sign- 
ing the  contract  of  sale.  This  will  ensure  that  no 
registered  disposition  of  the  land  shall  be  made  to  his 
prejudice  before  completion,  without  his  being  informed 
of  it  and  having  an  opportunity  of  procuring  an  inhibi- 
tion to  restrain  it  (c) . 

A  transfer  of  registered  land  is  effected  by  the  execu- 
tion of  an  instrument  of  transfer  in  the  prescribed  form, 
followed  by  registration  of  the  transferee  as  proprietor 
of  the  land  (_/').  The  instrument  of  transfer  is  required 
to  be  executed  as  a  deed  in  the  presence  of  and  attested 
by  a  witness,  who  must  sign  his  name  and  add  his 
address  and  description  {{/).  It  must,  of  course,  be 
executed  by  the  registered  proprietor  in  person  or  by 
attorney  {//)  ;  but  except  where  an  entry  has  to  be  made 
in  the  register  in  derogation  of  the  estate  passing  to 
the  transferee,  as  in  the  case  of  a  sale  subject  to  restric- 
tive conditions  (/),  it  need  not  be  executed  by  the  trans- 


be  registered  as  proprietor,  if  the 
land  were  unregistered,  the  regis- 
trar shall  enter  notice  of  the  liabi- 
lity on  the  register  in  the  pre- 
scribed manner.  See  Land  Trans- 
fer Rules  (1903),  208—211. 

(d)  Above,  p.  1070  &  n.  (t). 

(e)  See  stat.  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  87, 
BS.  53 — 57  ;  Land  Transfer  Rules 
(1903),  226—241. 

(/)  Stat.  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  87, 
ss.  29-39  ;  Land  Transfer  Rules 
(1903),  97—157,  182. 


iff)  Land  Transfer  Rules  (1903), 
107—110. 

{h)  See  above,  p.  649 ;  and  see 
Land  Transfer  Rules  (1903),  110, 
requiring  the  power  of  attorney, 
or  an  office  copy  thereof,  to  be 
produced  to  the  registrar,  and 
the  original  power  to  be  filed  in 
the  Central  Office  or  the  Land 
Registry. 

(f)  Above,  p.  1085;  Land  Trans- 
fer Rules  (1903),  153;  and  First 
Schedule,  Form  41. 
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feree.  As  already  mentioned  (/.•),  it  is  tliouglit  that  a 
simple  instrument  of  transfer  in  tlie  form  given  in  the 
Land  Transfer  Eules,  1903  (/),  operates  by  way  of 
execution  of  the  statutory  power  of  transfer  and  not  of 
grant  of  the  registered  proprietor's  estate.  It  is,  how- 
ever, usual,  ex  ahuiidanti  cauteJd,  to  insert  in  the  instru- 
ment of  transfer  words  of  grant  of  the  estate  (wi),  in 
order  that  the  transferee  may  at  least  obtain  the 
unregistered  legal  estate  at  the  time  of  payment  of  the 
purchase  money.  And  there  seems  to  be  no  objection 
to  this,  although  the  purchaser's  real  protection  lies  in 
the  effect  given  by  the  Acts  to  the  transfer  completed 
by  registration  {n)  ;  and  he  should  not  part  with  his 
purchase  money  until  satisfied  that  the  statutory  legal 
estate,  to  be  conferred  on  him  by  his  registration  as 
proprietor,  will  vest  in  him  by  relation  back  as  from 
the  time  of  payment  (o).  Where  the  title  to  the  whole  \Yhether 
estate  purchased  appears  completely  on  the  register,  it  ""^^^^^^ 
seems  quite  unnecessary  to  supplement  the  instrument  than  a  regis- 
of  transfer  by  any  separate  assurance  of  the  land,  is'required! '''' 
This  is  the  case  where  the  vendor  is  registered  as  pro- 
prietor with  an  absolute  title,  and  there  are  no  estates 
or  interests  to  be  assured  to  the  purchaser  which  are 
among  the  things  declared  not  to  be  incumbrances  {p)  ; 
also  where  in  the  like  case  there  are  no  other  interests 
to  be  got  in  than  registered  incumbrances  prior  to  first 
registration  whereof  the  proprietorship  has  been  regis- 
tered, or  registered  charges  created  subsequently  to 
registration  {q).  Where  the  registered  proprietor  of 
any  registered  incumbrance  or  charge  executes  an 
instrument  of  discharge,  whether  contained  in  a  separate 
document  or  included  in  the  instrument  of  transfer  (r), 
words  may  be  added  assuring  all  his  estate  to  the  pm-- 

(/.•)  Above,  p.  1077  &  n.  (r).  (o)  Above,  pp.  1074—1081. 

{I)  First  Schedule,  Forms  20  «2'.  [p)  Above,  p.  1064. 

{m)  See  above,  p.  1077,  n.  ((;).  [q)  Above,  pp.  IOCS,  1069. 

(m)  Above,  p.  1073.  ('•)  Above,  pp.  1067—1069. 
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cliaser :  but  this  is  also  of  excess  of  caution  rather  than 
of  necessity.  For  although  an  incumbrance  prior  to 
registration  will  generally  have  been  a  mortgage  of  the 
laud,  whilst  unregistered,  in  the  usual  form  (.s),  and 
although  registered  charges  subsequent  to  registration 
are  very  commonly  accompanied  by  an  unregistered 
mortgage  of  the  proprietor's  estate,  it  appears  that,  when 
the  registered  incumbrance  or  charge  has  been  cleared 
off  the  register,  any  outstanding  legal  estate  will  be 
extinguished  upon  the  completion  by  registration  of  the 
transfer  to  the  purchaser  {t).  And  as  such  transfer, 
when  registered,  appears  to  confer  on  the  purchaser  (in 
the  case  of  freeholds)  an  unincumbered  fee  simple  by  a 
new  title  depending  on  an  act  of  sovereignty  and  not 
upon  the  extent  of  the  vendor's  own  estate  (»),  there 
does  not  seem  to  be  the  same  necessity  as  exists  in  the 
case  of  unregistered  land  for  taking  care  that  any  out- 
standing legal  estate  shall  be  assured  direct  to  the  pur- 
chaser {.r) .  Where  the  vendor  is  registered  with  an 
absolute  title,  but  there  are  registered  incumbrances 
prior  to  first  registration,  whereof  the  proprietorship 
has  not  been  registered,  we  have  seen  (//)  that  the  title 
must  be  investigated  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  land 
were  not  registered,  and  the  purchaser  must  obtain 
satisfactory  proof  that  the  incumbrances  have  been  dis- 
charged. In  such  case  the  proper  course  (~)  appears  to 
be  to  require  that  the  persons  in  whom  the  incumbrances 
are  presently  vested  shall  execute  a  separate  deed  of 
reconveyance  to  the  purcliascr,  as  is  usual  on  sales  of 
unregistered  land  (a),  and  that  the  vendor  shall  concur 

(«)  Above,  p.  1C68.  but  so  long  as  the  required  proof 

(t)  Above,  pp.  1068,  1073.  is  obtained  that  the  charge  has 

(m)  Above,  p.  1074,  and  n.  (r).  been  paid  off,  there  is  no  necessity 

Ix)  Above,  p.  550.  for  a  reconveyance  of  the  legal 

(y)  Above,'  p.  10G9.  estate  which  may  be  left  to  be 

Iz)  This  course  is  advised  be-  extinguished  by  the  operation  of 

cause   the   execution  of    such   a  the   transfer  to   the    purchaser ; 

deed  affords  the  best  evidence  of  above,  pp.  1068,  1073. 

the  discharge  of  the  incumbrance  ;  («)  Above,  p.  550. 
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therein  to  direct  and  confirm  such  assurance.  It  is 
thought  that  in  this  conveyance  the  incumbrancers 
woukl  be  bound  to  give  the  usual  covenant  that  they 
have  done  no  act  to  incumber  {h),  but  that,  in  the 
absence  of  special  stipulation,  the  vendor  could  not  be 
required  to  covenant  for  title  {c) . 

Where  the  land  sold  is  registered  with  a  qualified  ^^^i?^"^^^^;^''^ 
title  {(I),  the  purchaser,  under  an  open  contract,  has  not  wfth  a  quali- 
only  to  satisfy  himself  tliat  he  will  obtain  a  transfer  of  ^""^  *^*^<^- 
the  estate  free  from  registered  iucumbrances  and  things 
declared  not  to  be  incumbrances  (<"),  he  must  also  inves- 
tigate, in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  land  were  not 
registered,  the  title  to  the  right  or  interest  appearing 
by  the  register  to  be  excepted  from  the  effect  of  regis- 
tration ( /')  ;  and  he  must  obtain  a  proper  assurance  of 
that  right  or  interest  to  himself  from  the  person  or 
persons  in  whom  the  same  is  ascertained  to  be  presently 
vested.  It  is  thought  that  such  assurance  should  be 
made  by  a  deed  separate  from  the  instrument  of 
transfer,  and  that  the  vendor  should  concur  therein  to 
direct  and  confirm  the  conveyance  thereby  made,  and 
to  enter  into  the  appropriate  covenants  for  title  {</). 

Where  land  registered  with  a  possessory  title  {//)  is  Sale  of  land 
sold    under   an   open  contract,  the   purchaser,   besides  ^Jha'^^ 
seeing  that  he  will  obtain  the  estate  purchased  clear  of  possessory 
registered  incumbrances  and  things  declared  not  to  be 
incumbrances  (j),  must    ascertain,  by  investigation  of 
the  title  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  land  were  not 
registered,  whether  any  right  or  interest  adverse  to  or 
in  derogation  of  the  title  of  the  first  registered  pro- 
prietor was  subsisting  or  capable  of  arising  at  the  time 

lb)  Above,  pp.  578,  581.  c.  87,  ss.  30,  31,  35  ;  LandTrans- 

(f)  Above,  p.  1062.  fer  Rules  (1903),  140—142. 
{d)  Above,  p.  1061  &  n.  {q).  {g)  Above,  p.  1062. 

{c)  Above,  pp.  1066,  1086.  (A)  Above,  p.  1061  &  n.  (/•), 

(/)  See  Stat.   38   &   39   Vict.  (i)  Above,  p.  1066. 
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of  tbe  registration  of  such  proprietor  (/.•) .     He  must, 
in  fact,  consider  whether  the  first  registered  proprietor 
was  entitled  to  he  registered  with  an  absolute  title.     If 
any  such   right   or  interest  were   then   subsisting   or 
capable  of  arising,  the  subsequent  title  thereto  must  be 
deduced  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  land  were  not 
registered ;  and  the  same  must  be  duly  assured  to  the 
purchaser  by  the  person  or  persons,  in  whom  it  is  ascer- 
tained to  be  presently  vested.     Such  assurance  should, 
it  is  thought,  be  made  by  deed  separate  from  the  instru- 
ment of  transfer,  and  the  vendor  should  concur  therein  to 
direct  and  confirm  the  conveyance  to  the  purchaser  and 
to  give  the  appropriate  covenants  for  title  (/).     If  it  be 
ascertained  that  no  such  right  or  interest  as  aforesaid 
was  at  the  time  of  first  registration  subsisting  or  capable 
of  arising,  there  would  not  appear   to  be  any  strict 
necessity  for  the  purchaser  to  take  an  assurance  of  the 
vendor's  estate  as  well  as  to  obtain  the  due  execution  of 
his   statutory  power  of   transfer;    for  such  assurance 
could  vest  in  the  pm^chaser  no  larger  estate  than,  if  so 
large  an  estate  as  the  statutory  transfer  (w).     At  the 
same  time  a  vendor  registered  with  a  possessory  title 
has  only  a  limited  and  not  an  unqualified  power  of 
transfer ;  he  is  not  absolutely  empowered  to  dispose  of 
the  whole  estate  in  the  registered  land  {m).     It  appears 
proper,  therefore,  to  supplement  the  transfer  by  a  grant 
or  an  assignment  of  the  fee  simple  or  term  contracted 
to  be  sold ;  and  the  more  so  as  the  vendor  is  bound  to 
give  covenants  for  title  as  against  estates  or  interests 
excluded  from  the  effect  of  registration  (»).     And  for 
the  reasons  given  below,  it  is  thought  that  this  assur- 

(A-)  See   Stat.    38    &    39   Vict.  the  like  estate  on  registration  of  the 

c.  87,  ss.  30,  32,  35  ;  Land  Trans-  transfer  to  himself,  but  by  a  new 

fer  Rules  (1903),  140,  142.  statutory  title;  and  if   there  be 

•./^/.f>   in^/>    ino^  ^T^Y  outstanding  estate  or  right 

(?)  Above,  pp.  10G2,  10G6,  1086.  ^^,,^^.3^  ^  the  vendor's  mterest, 

(>»)  See  above,  pp.  1073,  1074.       it  would  not  pass  by  any  direct 
If  the  whole  fee  simple  be  in  the       conveyance  that  he  could  make, 
vendor,  the  purchaser  wiU  obtain  («)  Above,  p.  1062. 
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ance  of  the  vendor's  estate  should  be  contained  in  a 
deed  separate  from  the  instrument  of  transfer,  the 
appropriate  covenants  for  title  being  included  therein. 

With  respect  to  the  question  of  inserting  in  an  in-  As  to  in- 
strument of  transfer  any  other  provisions  than  those  i^stl-umentTf 
necessary  to  exercise  the  statutory  jw^r/-  of  transfer  (o),  transfer 
the  conveyancer  must  recollect  that  as  a  rule  all  docu-  extraneous 
ments  (including  such  instruments)  on  which  any  entry  J°^*jJ'4j,ge,g 
in  the  register  is  founded   are  to  be  retained  in  the  registration. 
Land  Registry,  and  are  not  to  be  taken  away  therefrom 
except  under  a  written  order  of    the  registrar  or    an 
order  of  the  Court  {p) .     And  the  principle  of  the  system 
of  registration  of  title  introduced  by  the  Land  Transfer 
Acts  appears  to  be  that  the  entries  in  the  register,  when 
made,  supersede  the  instruments  on  which  the  entries 
are  founded  ((?).     Office  copies  of  such  documents  may 
be  issued  (r),  but  are  not  made  evidence  by  the  Acts  or 
Eules  (s).     It  is  thought,  therefore,  that  an  instrument 
of  transfer  should  as  a  rule  be  confined  to  such  pro- 
visions as  will  confer  on  the  transferee  the  right  to  have 
the  required  entry  in  the  register  made  in  his  favour  (/) . 
If  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  registered  land  contain  any 
other  stipulations  than  those   necessary  to  secure   the 
purchaser's  registration  as  proprietor  of  the  land,  effect 

(o)  Above,  pp.  1074,  1077.  is  annexed  to  any  certiiicate  it 

[p)  Land TransferRules (1903),  shall,  for  the  purposes  of  sect.  80 

119,  of  the  Act  of  1875,  be  deemed  to 

.  .  be  contained    in    the   certificate 

[q)  See  above,  pp.  10o8,  n.  [c),  .^g^^j^     Copies  of  the  instrument 

!"'"•  of  transfer   are   not   annexed  to 

(/■)  Land  Transfer  Rules(1903),  the  land  certificate  issued  on  the 

294.  completion  of  the  transfer,  but 

(,s)  'By  Stat.  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  87,  certificates  of  charge  now  contain 

s.  80,  any  land  certificate  or  certi-  an  office  copy  of  the  instrument 

ficate  of  charge  shall  be  primd  of   charge.     See   Land  Transfer 

facie    evidence     of    the     several  Rules  (1903),  258,  259. 

matters  therein  contained  ;    and  (t)  A  conveyance  of  the  trans- 

by    the    Laud    Transfer    Rules  feror's    estate,    where    made    ex 

(1903),  260,  where  an  oifice  copy  abundanti  cautcU,  and  not  strictly 

of  an  entry  m  the  register,  or  of  necessary,  may  be  considered  as 

the  filed  plan  of  the  land,  or  of  ancillary    to    this    end ;     above, 

any  document  filed  in  the  registry  pp.  1077,  1091 . 
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Receipt 
clause  should 
be  inserted 
in  the  instru- 
ment of 
transfer. 


Stamps  on 
sale  of  regis- 
tered land. 


slioukl  be  given  to  those  stipulations  by  a  separate  deed 
whicli  tlie  purchaser  can  retain  in  bis  own  custody, 
ready  to  be  produced  whenever  necessary  in  support  of 
his  rights,  without  any  application  being  made  to  the 
registrar  or  the  Court.  Thus,  where  the  vendor  of  regis- 
tered land  gives  any  covenants  for  title  or  against  incum- 
brances (u),  such  covenants  should  be  contained  in  a 
separate  deed,  and  not  in  the  instrument  of  transfer  (.r). 

The  form  of  instrument  of  transfer  given  in  the  Land 
Transfer  Eules,  1903  (//),  does  not  show  to  whom  or  by 
whom  the  consideration  money  is  paid,  nor  does  it 
contain  any  receipt  for  the  payment  made.  Care 
should  be  taken  in  adapting  this  form  to  practical  use 
to  amend  it  in  these  particulars,  especially  as  regards 
the  receii^t  for  payment  of  the  purchase  money,  in 
default  of  which  the  purchaser  would  not  be  justified  in 
paying  the  money  to  the  vendor's  solicitor  producing 
the  instrument  duly  executed,  except  by  virtue  of  an 
express  authority  in  that  behalf  properly  conferred  (s). 

The  Land  Transfer  Act,  1875  (a),  provides  that,  pre- 
viously to  registering  any  disposition  of  land,  it  shall  be 
the  duty  of  the  registrar  to  ascertain  that  all  such  stamp 
duties  have  been  satisfied  as  would  be  payable  if  the 
disposition  to  be  registered  had  been  an  unregistered 
disposition.  And  by  the  Land  Transfer  Rules  (1903), 
No.  123,  when  an  application  or  instrument  capable  of 
registration  is  made  or  executed  for  the  sole  purpose  of 
carrying  out  on  the  register  a  transaction  already 
effected  by  a  deed  or  other  instrument  not  on  the 
register,  the  Inland  Eevenue  stamp  on  the  transaction 
shall  be  affixed  to  or  impressed  on  the  last  mentioned 
deed  or  instrument,  and  the  registered  instrument  shall 


(m)  Above,  pp.  1062, 1093-1095. 

{x)  Above,  p.  1095. 

ly)  First  Schedule,  Form  20. 


{z)  See  above,  pp.  651 — 656. 
(a)  Stat.  38  &   39  Vict.  c.  87, 

83(7). 
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bear  no  stamp  duty  ;  provided  that  the  stamped  instru- 
ment shall  before  the  completion  of  the  registration  be 
produced  to  an  officer  of  the  registry,  to  show  that  all 
duty  payable  in  respect  of  the  transaction  has  been 
paid.  If  therefore  a  sale  of  registered  land  is  to  be 
completed  by  an  instrument  of  transfer  alone  (/>)  duly 
registered,  such  instrument  must  be  stamped  according 
to  the  law  regulating  the  stamping  of  conveyances  on 
sale  of  unregistered  land  (c).  But  in  those  cases  where 
the  instrument  of  transfer  is  accompanied  by  an  un- 
registered assurance  to  the  purchaser  of  the  land 
sold  (r/),  that  assurance  must  be  duly  stamped  as  a 
conveyance  on  sale,  and  the  instrument  of  transfer  will 
then  require  no  stamp.  Besides  the  proper  Inland  Land 
Eevenue  stamps,  instruments  or  applications  delivered  ^g^g^tm  « 
for  registration  at  the  Land  Eegistry  must  bear  the 
proper  Land  Registry  fee  stamps  (e). 

It  is  thought  that,  on  the  sale  of  registered  land,  the  Purchaser  of 
purchaser  is  equally  entitled,  as  in  the  case  of  unregis-  [af a  entitled 
tered  land  {/),  to  have  all   documents  of  title,  which  to  delivery 
relate  solely  to  the  purchased  land,  delivered  over  to  him  deeds. 
on  completion.    And  this  appears  to  be  the  case,  notwith- 
standing that  the  vendor  be  registered  with  an  absolute 
title,  so  that  the  purchaser  could  not  call  for  any  abstract 
or  for  production  of  these  documents  (g) .     So  also  docu- 
ments of  this  kind  dealing  with  registered  incumbrances 
prior  to  first  registration,  which  are  discharged  on  com- 
pletion of  the  sale,  should  be  handed  over  to  the  pur- 
chaser, whether  the  proprietorship  of  such  incumbrances 
were  registered  or  not  {h).     But  the  purchaser's  right 

{l>)  Above,  p.  1091.  mentioned  here  that,  on  the  com- 

(c)  Above,  pp.  617 — 625.  pletion    of    any    application    for 

(d)  Above,  pp.  1092 — 1095.  registration    of    title,    all    docu- 
(c)  See   Land    Transfer   Rules       nients    of    title   that    have   been 

(1903),    111;  Land  Transfer  Fee  used  in  support  of  the  application 

Order,  1903,  r.  3.  are  returned  to   the   applicant; 

(/)  Above,  p.  602.  Land  Transfer  Rules  (1903),  44. 

Iff)  Above,  p.  1059.     Itmaybe  (/*)  Above,  pp.  1067—1069. 

w. — IT.  28 
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Registration 
with  qualified 
or  possessory 
title  does  not 
make  a  good 
root  of  title. 


Sale  of 

registered 

leaseholds. 


Where  held 
by  underlease 


to  require  any  statutory  acknowledgment  or  undertaking 
with  respect  to  any  document  of  title,  which  may  law- 
fully he  withheld  from  him,  appears  to  be  limited  to 
such  documents  as  are  necessary  to  make  a  good  title 
according  to  the  contract,  this  being  the  rule  applicable 
on  the  sale  of  unregistered  land  (?") . 

Here  it  may  be  observed  that,  owing  to  the  limited 
effect   given   to  the  first   registration  of   land  with  a 
qualified  or  possessory  title  (/.•),   such  registration  can 
never  form  a  good  root  of  title  (/)  ;  so  that,  as  a  rule,  a 
purchaser  under  an  open  contract  of  land  so  registered 
will  always  be  entitled  to  call  for  the  title  prior  to 
registration.     But  where  registered  leasehold  land  (in) 
is  sold  as  such  under  an  open  contract,  it  appears  that 
the  purchaser  has  no  more  right  to  call  for  the  lessor's 
title  than  if  the  land  were  not  registered  {ti)  ;  so  that,  if 
the  land  be  registered  with  a  good  leasehold  title  (o), 
the  purchaser  will  be  precluded  from  inquiring  into  any 
other  title  than  that  registered  ( p) .     It  appears  how- 
ever that  any  registered  leasehold  land,  which  is  held 
by  underlease,  must  be  so  described  in  the  contract,  or 
the  purchaser  will  be  entitled  to  object  to  the  title  (q). 
And  it  should  be  particularly  noted  that  a  registered 
transfer  of  leasehold  land  vests  in  the  transferee  the 
possession  of  the  land  comprised  in  the  registered  lease 
for  all  the  leasehold  estate  therein  described,  but  subject 
(amongst  other  things  (r)  )  to  all  implied  and  express 


(i)  Above,  p.  606. 

[k)  Above,  p.  1061,  n.  (q,  r). 

[1)  Above,  p.  87. 

(?«)  See  above,  p.  371,  and 
n.  {r). 

{n)  Above,  pp.  80—82,  1059— 
1061. 

(o)  Above,  p.  1061,  n.  {q). 

Ip)  Above,  p.  1059. 

(r/)  Above,  pp.  81,  n.  (d),  351. 

(>•)  These  are  (1)  registered  in- 
cumbrances ;  (2)  unless  the  con- 


trary is  expressed  on  the  register, 
such  liabilities,  rights  and  in- 
terests as  affect  the  leasehold 
estate  and  are  by  the  Acts  de- 
clared not  to  be  incmubrances  in 
the  case  of  registered  freehold 
land ;  and  (3)  estates,  rights  or 
interests  exempted  from  the  effect 
of  registration  with  a  qualified, 
good  leasehold  or  possessory  title  ; 
see  above,  pp.  1058,  n.  (r),  1059, 
1061,  n.  (-?,  r),  1064—1066,  1073, 
1074,  1086,  and  next  note. 
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covenants,  obligations  and  liabilities  incident  to  such 

leasehold  estate  (s).      And  such  covenants,  obligations 

and  liabilities  do  not  appear  on  the  register,  except  only 

that  the  existence  of  a  prohibition  against  alienation 

without  licence   should   be  found  noted  thereon.      A  Purchaser 

purchaser  of  registered  leasehold  land  must  therefore  an  abstract 

call  for  an  abstract  and  ijroduction  of  the  lease  under  and  pro- 

'-  .  .  auction  01 

which  the  land  sold  is  held,  in  order  to  ascertain  to  the  lease. 

what  covenants,  obligations  and  liabilities  he  will  become 
subject.     And   it   is  submitted   that  he  is  necessarily 
entitled  to  demand  such  abstract  and  production  under 
an  open  contract,  notwithstanding  the  terms  of  sect.  16 
of  the  Land  Transfer  Act,  1897,  above  quoted  (i)  ;  for 
he  does  not  require  the  same  as  evidence  of  the  vendor's 
title,  but  as   evidence  of  matters  adverse  thereto  and 
excluded  from  the  effect  of  registration ;  and  he  would 
certainly  be  entitled  to  such  evidence  of  these  matters  if 
the  land  were  not  registered.     At  the  same  time,  a  pur- 
chaser of  registered  leasehold  land  by  private  contract 
is  advised  to  place  his  rights  in  this  respect  beyond 
doubt  by  special  stipulation.     If  the  covenants  or  con-   Unusually 
ditions  in  the  lease  should   be  unusually  onerous  or   e^ants.^  '^°^' 
stringent,   it  is  thought  that  the  pm-chaser  would  be 
entitled,  under  an  open  contract,  to  object  to  the  title, 
as  upon  a  sale  of  unregistered  land  (»),    And  generally, 
in  all  other  respects,  save  as  to  proof  of  title  and  assur- 
ance by  registered  transfer,  contracts  for  sale  of  regis- 
tered leasehold  land  are  governed  by  the  same  rules  as 
are  applicable  in  the  case  of  unregistered  leaseholds  (.r). 
By  the  Land  Transfer  Rules,   1903,  No.   62,  on  the  Registered 
registration  of  any  leasehold  land  held  under  a  lease  subject  to  a 
containing   a    prohibition    against    alienation    without  restriction  on 
licence,  all  estates,  rights,  interests,  powers  and  remedies  without  the 

lessor's 


licence. 


(«)  Stat.  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  87,  (t)  Above,  p.  1059. 

88.    13,    35,   38;    Land  Transfer  («)  Above,  pp.  351,  352. 

Rules    (1903),    55-59,    140-  (,:)  Above,  pp.  351  .7. 
142. 

28  (2) 
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under  such  lease,  arising  upon  or  by  reason  of  any 
alienation  without  licence,  shall  be  expressly  exempted 
from  the  effect  of  registration.  On  tlie  sale  of  any  such 
leasehold  land  therefore,  the  lessor's  licence  to  the 
transfer  to  the  purchaser  must  be  obtained  as  in  the 
case  of  unregistered  land  {ij). 


Covenants 
implied  oa 
transfer  of 
registered 
leaseholds. 


By  the  Land  Transfer  Act,  1875  (~),  on  any  transfer 
of  leasehold  land  thereunder,  there  sliall  be  implied,  in 
the  absence  of  any  entry  in  the  register  negativing  such 
implication,  a  covenant  by  the  transferor  that,  notwith- 
standing anything  by  him  done,  omitted  or  knowingly 
suffered,  the  rent  has  been  paid  and  the  lessee's  cove- 
nants and  conditions  in  the  lease  observed  and  performed 
up  to  the  date  of  the  transfer,  and  a  covenant  b}'  the 
transferee  to  pay  the  rent  and  perform  and  observe 
such  covenants  and  conditions  in  future,  and  to  indem- 
nify the  transferor  against  non-payment  of  the  rent  or 
breach  of  such  covenants  or  conditions  {a). 


Purchase  of 

registered 
land  which 
is  settled. 


Land,  which  is  the  subject  of  a  settlement,  may  be 
registered  under  the  proprietorship  either  of  the  tenant  for 
life  having  the  power  of  sale  given  by  the  Settled  Land 
Acts  {h),  or  of  the  trustees  of  the  settlement  having 
the  power  of  sale  or  holding  the  land  on  trust  for 
sale,  or  where  there  is  an  overriding  power  of  appoint- 
ment of  the  fee  simple,  of  the  persons  in  whom  that 
power  is  vested  ('")  :  but  in  each  case  there  must  also 
be  entered  on  the  register  such  restrictions  or  inhibi- 
tions as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  rules  or  may  be 
expedient  for  the  protection  of  the  rights  of  the  persons 


(y)  Above,  pp.  358  &q. 

(z)  Stat.  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  87, 
B.  39  ;  see  Land  Transfer  Rules 
(1903),  138,  139,  of  which  the 
latter  modifies  and  extends  this 
enactment  in   a  manner  appro- 


priate to  the  transfer  of  part  of 
the  land  comprised  in  the  lease. 

(r/)  Above,  pp.  575,  5S0. 

(A)  Above,  pp.  307  sq. 

(r)  Stats.  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  87, 
s.  fi8  ;   60  &  61  Vict.  c.  65,  s.  6  (1). 
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beneficially  interested  in  the  land  (r/).  Thus  where 
the  tenant  for  life  is  registered  as  proprietor,  restric- 
tions are  entered  prohibiting  transfers  except  under  an 
order  of  the  registrar  or  by  way  of  sale  whereon  the 
purchase  money  is  to  be  paid  to  the  trustees  of  the 
settlement  (c)  ;  and  where  the  trustees  are  registered  as 
the  proprietors,  restrictions  are  entered  on  transfers, 
unless  made  under  such  an  order  or  with  the  consent  of 
the  tenant  for  life  (./').  And  proper  restrictions  on 
registered  charges  are  also  entered.  But  in  all  these 
eases  the  person  or  persons,  in  whose  propiietorship  the 
land  is  registered,  can,  subject  only  to  the  restrictions 
entered  on  the  register,  exercise  all  the  powers  of  dis- 
position given  by  the  Land  Transfer  Acts  to  the  regis- 
tered proprietor  of  registered  land  (g).  If  therefore 
any  such  person  or  persons  be  registered  with  an  abso- 
lute title,  a  purchaser  of  the  land  so  registered  is  only 
concerned  (apart  from  the  matter  of  registered  incum- 
brances and  things  declared  not  to  be  incumbrances  (//)  ) 
to  see  that  the  vendor's  proprietorship  is  registered  as 
claimed  (0,  and  that  the  restrictions  entered  on  the 
register  shall  be  duly  observed  (/.:).  He  is  not  concerned 
to  see  whether  the  vendor  has  any  power  of  sale  under 
the  settlement  or  by  virtue  of  the  Settled  Land  Acts ; 
nor,  indeed,  is  he  entitled  to  call  for  production  of  the 
instrument  of  settlement,  or  for  any  information  or 
evidence  as  to  its  contents  (/).  But  where  the  tenant 
for  life  or  the  trustees  has  or  have  been  registered  with 
a  possessory  title  only  subsequently  to  the  date  of  the 
settlement,  it  will  be  incumbent  on  a  purchaser  from 
him  or  them  to  ascertain  by  investigation  of  the  title 

{d)  Stat.   60  &  61  Vict.  c.  65,  c.  87,  ss.  22  sq.,  29  sq.  ;  60  &  61 

s.  6  (2);  see  Land  Transfer  Rules  Viet.  c.  65,  ss.  6  (8),  8. 
(1903),  78—81,    128,    129,    186—  (A)    Above,     pp.     1059,    1060, 

190.  1066  sq. 

(r)  Land  Transfer  Rules  (1903),  («)  Above,  p.  1065. 

First  Schedule,  Forms  6,  7.  (/')  Above,  p.  1070. 

(/)  Ibid.  Form  7.     See  above,  (/)  Stat.  60  &  61  Vict.  c.  6o, 

pp   991  sq  s.  6  (6) ;  and  sect.  16  (1),  above, 

{ffi  See   stats.    38    &   39   Vict.  pp.  1059,  1063. 
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in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  land  were  not  registered, 
that  the  vendor  or  vendors  had  at  the  time  of  first 
registration  such  a  power  of  sale  as  would  have  entitled 
him  or  them  to  he  registered  as  proprietor  or  proprietors 
of  the  land  with  an  absolute  title  {}ii).  If  he  be  satisfied 
as  to  this,  he  may  accept  the  title  and  take  the  statutory 
transfer  without  any  other  assurance  (^?) .  Otherwise 
he  must  of  course  require  such  further  assurance  as 
may  be  necessary  in  the  circumstances  (o) .  Where 
land  has  been  first  registered  with  a  possessory  title, 
and  a  settlement  thereof  has  been  subsequently  made, 
and  the  tenant  for  life  or  trustees  registered,  pursuant 
to  a  transfer  to  the  uses  of  the  settlement  {p),  as  pro- 
prietor or  proprietors,  a  purchaser  from  him  or  them 
under  an  open  contract  will  of  course  have  to  investi- 
gate and,  if  necessary,  get  in  the  title  prior  to  first 
registration  (o),  but  as  regards  the  estate  comprised  in 
the  settlement  he  will  only  have  to  see  that  he  obtains 
the  statutory  transfer  free  from  registered  incumbrances 
and  things  declared  not  to  be  incumbrances  (r)  ;  and  he 
wiU  not  be  entitled  to  call  for  production  of  the  settle- 
ment is) ,  and  is  not  concerned  to  see  whether  the  vendor 
or  vendors  has  or  have  any  power  of  sale  thereunder. 
The  same  principles  are  of  course  applicable  where 
settled  land  is  purchased  from  persons  registered  as  the 
proprietors  thereof  in  virtue  of  their  having  an  over- 
riding power  of  appointment  (f). 

Purchase  of  Where  registered  land  is  sold  subject  to  registered 

land^sub"^  t  charges  created  suhsequenthj  to  first  registration  {u), 
to  registered  which  it  is  not  proposed  to  pay  off,  it  appears  that,  if 
hicumbrances.  the  vendor  be  registered  with  an  absolute  title,  or  if  the 


{m)  Above,  pp.  1093,  1094. 

(r)  Above,      pp.     1059—1061, 

(«)  Above,  p.  1094. 

1066. 

(c/;  Above,     pp.     1064  —  1066, 

Is)  Above,  pp.  1059  sq.,  1063. 

1086,  1094. 

{p)  See  Land  Transfer  Rules 

{t)  Above,  p.  1100. 

(1903),  128. 

(m)  Above,  p.  1069. 
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title  prior  to  first  registration  witli  a  possessory  title 
were  perfect  (x),  the  purchaser  will,  on  registration  of 
the  transfer  to  himself,  obtain  the  kr/al  estate  in  the  land 
sold,  subject  to  the  registered  charges,  but  free  from  all 
other  estates  or  interests,  save  only  those  declared  not 
to  be  incumbrances  {//) .  And  this  is  equally  the  case, 
although  the  chargees  hold  unregistered  mortgages  of 
the  vendor's  estate  (s).  The  purchaser  will  therefore 
be  in  a  more  favourable  position  in  some  respects  than 
the  purchaser  of  an  equity  of  redemption  of  unregistered 
land  {(/).  Thus  he  will  not  take  subject  to  all  equitable 
interests  created  previously  to  the  sale  (a).  Nor  is  he 
liable,  as  it  appears,  to  be  adversely  affected  by  tack-  Tacking, 
ing  (b)  ;  for  the  estate  conferred  upon  him  by  the 
registration  of  the  transfer  to  himself  will  only  be 
subject  to  registered  charges ;  and  it  is  thought  that  any 
unregistered  further  charges  in  favour  of  any  registered 
chargee  wiU  be  extinguished  by  the  effect  of  the  regis- 
tered transfer,  notwithstanding  that  he  had  notice  of 
them  (c).  As  regards  the  risk  of  consolidation  {d),  it  Consolida- 
is  provided  by  the  Land  Transfer  Act,  1897  {e),  that  securities, 
nothing  contained  in  any  charge  shall  affect  any  regis- 
tered dealing  with  land  or  a  charge  in  respect  of  which 
the  charge  is  not  expressly  registered  or  protected  in 
accordance  with  the  Act  of  1875  and  that  Act.  This 
is  not  a  very  lucid  enactment.  But  it  appears  that, 
where  a  registered  charge  reserves  the  right  of  consoli- 
dation, such  right  cannot  be  exercised  to  the  prejudice 
of  a  subsequent  registered  transferee  or  chargee  of  the 
land,  unless  the  right  were  noted  in  the  register  (/). 
"Where  the  right  of  consolidation  has  been  reserved  in 
a  mortgage  of  other  land  than  that  comprised  in  a 

(x)   Above,  pp.  1093,  1094.  1081  sq. 

(y)   Above,  p.  1073.  {d)   Above,  p.  419. 

(z)   Above,  p.  1074.  {'')   Stat.  60  &  61  Vict.  c.  65, 

(«)  Above,  p.  419.  s.  9  (4). 

(b)  Above  p.  420.  (/)  See  Land  Transfer  Rules 

(c)  Above,     pp.     1073,     1074,  (1903),  169. 
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registered  charge  (whether  the  other  land  be  registered 
or  not),  and  affected  or  has  come  to  affect  {g)  the  land 
comprised  in  the  registered  charge,  the  case  does  not 
come  within  the  terms  of  the  enactment  quoted.  But 
here  the  creditor's  right  of  consolidation  appears  to  be 
an  equity  arising  independently  of  the  registered  charge ; 
and  it  seems  that,  unless  the  right  were  noted  in  tho 
register  against  the  land  comprised  in  the  registered 
charge  iji),  it  would  be  extinguished  by  the  effect  of  a 
registered  transfer  for  value  from  the  registered  pro- 
prietor of  that  land  (/) .  The  result  appears  to  be  that 
a  purchaser  of  registered  land,  subject  to  registered 
charges  created  subsequently  to  first  registration,  need 
only  regard  the  charges  registered  and  any  right  of 
consolidation  entered  on  the  register.  But  the  purchase 
of  registered  land  to  be  transferred  subject  to  registered 
incumbrances  prior  to  first  registration  is  very  different. 
In  such  case  the  incumbrances  will  remain  paramount 
to  the  estates  conferred  by  the  registered  transfer ;  and 
it  does  not  appear  that  the  registration  of  the  transfer 
would  extinguish  any  legal  estate  outstanding  in  any 
one  of  the  incumbrancers  (/.') .  The  piu'chaser  therefore 
would  get  no  more  than  an  equity  of  redemption,  and 
he  would  be  exposed  to  some,  though  not  to  all,  of  the 
risks  to  which  he  would  be  liable  if  the  land  were  not 
registered  (/).  Thus  where  the  proprietorship  of  such 
incumbrances  has  not  been  registered,  it  seems  that  the 
owners  of  them  would  not  be  deprived  of  any  rights  of 
consolidation  or  tacking  which  they  might  exercise  if 
the  land  were  not  registered.  And  it  is  questionable 
whether  the  owners  of  such  incumbrances  are  in  any 
worse  position  in  these  respects,  where  they  have  pro- 
cured themselves  to  be  registered  as  proprietors  of  the 
incumbrances ;  although  it  may  be  contended  that  they 

(g)  See  above,  p.  420,  and  n.(i;).  (/.)  Above,  p.  1073. 

(A)  See  last  note  but  one.  (/)  Above,  p.  419. 

(i)  See  above,  p.  1074. 
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have  thereby  rendered  themselves  liable  to  the  same 
law  as  governs  the  proprietors  of  registered  charges 
subsequent  to  first  registration  (m). 

The  title  to  any  advowson,  rent,  tithes  impropriate  Registered 
or  other  incorporeal  hereditaments  of  freehold  tenure,  heredita- 
may  be  registered  under  the  Laud  Transfer  Acts  (/^).  "^ents. 
And,  as  it  is  expressly  enacted  that  all  hereditaments, 
corporeal  or  incorporeal,  shall  be  deemed  land  within 
the  meaning  of  these  Acts  (o),  it  appears  that  the  regis- 
tered proprietor  of  any  incorporeal  hereditament  so  regis- 
tered has  the  same  statutory  powers  of  disposition  as  the 
registered  proprietor  of  registered  land  (7;).  But 
nothing  in  the  Land  Transfer  Act,  1897,  shall  render 
compulsory  the  registration  of  the  title  to  an  incorporeal 
hereditament  ((/) .  As  we  have  seen  (r),  quit  rents, 
crown  rents,  and  other  rents  having  theii*  origin  in 
tenure,  tithe  rentcharge,  and  payments  in  lieu  thereof 
or  of  tithes,  profits  d  prendre,  and  easements,  are 
amongst  the  matters  declared  by  the  Acts  not  to  be 
incumbrances,  and  are  thus  exempted  from  the  effect  of 
first  registration  and  of  the  registered  transfer  of  regis- 
tered land  (.s).  These  incorporeal  hereditaments,  there- 
fore, if  not  registered  {t),  remain  subject  to  the  general 
law  (k)  as  regards  their  sale  and  assurance,  notwith- 
standing that  they  arise  within  a  district  where  regis- 
tration is  compulsory  (r) .     But  the  sale  and  assm'auce 

(m)  See   stat.    60    &    61    Vict.  {>■)  Above,  p.  1059,  n.  (o). 

c.  65,  s.  22  (6,  c)  ;  Land  Transfer  (.s)  Above,  p.  1061,  n.  {jj,  q,  r). 

Rules  (1903),  175  —  181.  {t)  As  above  mentioned  (p.  1060), 

(«.)  Stats.  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  87,  notice  of    sucb   liabilities,    rights 

s.  82 ;  60  &  61  Vict.  c.  65,  First  or    interests     as     are     declared 

Schedule ;  Land  Transfer  Rules  not  to  be  incumbrances  may  be 

(1903),  71—73.  entered  on  the  register;  but  it  is 

(0)  Stat.  60  &  61  Vict.  c.  65,  not    provided    that    siich    notice 

8.24  (1).  shall  have  any  particular  effect, 

(j»)  Above,    pp.    1058,    n.    ie),  and  it  appears  to  have  no  effect 

1074.  beyond  giving  notice  of  what  is 

(?)  Stat.  60  &  61  Vict.  c.  65,  entered. 

s.    24    (1);   see   sect.    20    (1,    2);  (?<)  Above,  pp.  383  sy. 

above,  pp.  369,  370.  (r)  See  above,  p.  369. 
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of  any  registered  incorporeal  hereditament  is  governed 
by  the  same  rules  as  apply  in  the  case  of  registered 
land  {y). 

Ecntcharges  Rentcharges  or  annuities  issuing  out  of  registered 
of  reo-Tstered  land  are  not  amongst  the  things  declared  not  to  be 
land.  incumbrances  (;:).     They  appear  to  be  incumbrances  on 

the  land  [a),  and  if  already  existing  when  the  land  is 
registered,  they  may  be  entered  in  the  register  as 
incumbrances  prior  to  first  registration  with  an  absolute 
title,  either  without  their  proprietorship  being  regis- 
tered or  not  (6).  When  so  entered,  they  will  be  pro- 
tected, as  being  registered  incumbrances,  from  the  effect 
of  first  registration  and  registered  transfers  of  the 
land  {hh).  If  the  proprietorship  of  such  rentcharges  be 
not  registered,  they  will  remain  subject  to  the  general 
law  as  regards  their  sale  and  assurance  (f).  But  if  their 
owners  procure  themselves  to  be  registered  as  the  pro- 
prietors thereof,  it  appears  that  the  rentcharges  will 
thenceforth  be  assimilated  to,  and  transferable  in  the 
same  manner  as,  rentcharges  created  by  registered 
charge  subsequently  to  registration  of  the  land 
charged  (c/).  Under  the  Land  Transfer  Act,  1897(6'), 
rentcharges  or  annuities  to  issue  out  of  registered  land 
may  be  created  by  way  of  registered  charge  (/).  And 
the  registered  proprietors  of  such  charges  have  the  same 
powers  of  disposition  by  way  of  registered  transfer  and 

(«/)  Above,  pp.  1059  sq.  (1903),  160. 

[z)  Above,  p.  1059,  n.  (o).  (/)  In  sneli  case  the  grantee 

{a)  See  above,  p.  142,  n.  {t).  of  the  rentcharge  appears  to  have 

ih)  Land  Transfer  Rules  (1903),  tlie  rights  and  remedies  given  by 

4G,    175—181,    above,   pp.    1061,  the _  Land  Transfer  Acts  to  the 

1066    1073.  registered  proprietor  of  a  regis- 

,,,'.    .,   *  TA^T  tered  charge,  so  far  as  the  same 

**)  ,^^*'^^'  P-  \f^-  are  applicable  to  the  recovery  of 

(c)  Above,  pp.  383  sq.  ^^  annuity  (see  stats.  38  &  39  Vict. 

{d)  Stat.  GO  &  61  Vict.  c.  65,  c.  87,  ss.  23—27;  60  &  61  Vict. 

8.  22  (6,  c)_;  Land  Transfer  Rules  c.  65,  s.  9  (3) ) ;  and  in  addition, 

(1903),  175 — 181.  the  remedies  conferred  by  sect.  44 

{e)  Stat.   60  &  61  Vict.  c.  65,  of  the  Conveyancing  Act,    1881 

s.    9   (3) ;  Land  Transfer  Rules  (stat.  44  &  45  Vict.  c.  41). 
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sub-cliarge  tliereof  as  are  given  in  case  of  registered 
charges  to  secure  payment  of  a  principal  sum  of 
money  {g).  Besides  this,  the  Act  of  1875  (A)  provided 
for  the  registration  of  any  fee  farm  grant  or  other  grant 
reserving  rents  or  services  to  which  the  fee  simple  estate 
in  any  freehold  land  about  to  be  registered  or  registered 
might  be  subject,  with  such  ];)articulars  of  the  land  or 
services,  and  the  conditions  annexed  to  the  non-payment 
or  non-performance  or  otherwise  of  such  rent  and 
services  as  might  be  prescribed ;  and  enacted  that  any 
record  so  made  should  be  conclusive  evidence  as  to  the 
rents,  services  and  conditions  so  recorded,  and  such  fee 
simple  estate  as  last  aforesaid  should  be  subject  thereto 
accordingly.  Where  a  transfer  of  registered  land  in 
consideration  of  a  rentcharge  is  registered  under  this 
enactment,  the  transferee  is  to  be  registered  as  the  pro- 
prietor of  the  land,  the  rentcharge  entered  in  the  charges 
register  as  an  incumbrance  thereon  (/),  and  the  trans- 
feror registered  as  the  proprietor  of  the  rentcharge 
under  a  separate  title  {k).  It  is  obvious  that  rent- 
charges  or  annuities,  to  issue  out  of  land  already  regis- 
tered, should  be  created  either  by  registered  charge  or 
by  way  of  registered  transfer  subject  to  a  rentcharge,  so 
that  the  title  thereto  can  be  duly  registered;  as,  if  granted 
by  unregistered  disposition,  they  will  be  liable  to  be 
extinguished  by  the  effect  of  a  registered  transfer  for 
value  of  the  land  on  which  they  are  charged  (/). 

It  is  thought  that  all  rights  appendant  or  appurtenant  Rights 
in  law  {m)  to  any  registered  land  will  vest  in  the  person  andTppur- 
registered  as  proprietor  pursuant  to  any  statutory  transfer  tenant. 


[g)  Stats.  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  87,  (0  Land  Transfer  Eules  (1903), 

s.  40;  60  &  61  Vict.  c.  65,  s.  22  130. 
(6,   c)  ;     Land    Transfer    Rules  ,,\  ti,'j        ioi 

1903),  178-181.  (^")  Ibid.  r.  131. 

(A)  Stat.  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  87,  (0  Above,  pp.  1073,  10/4. 

s.  82.  [m)  Above,  p.  562. 


tered  land. 
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thereof  (>0-  ^^^^^  ^  registered  transfer  would  seem  to 
be  a  couvejance  of  the  laud  within  the  meaning  of 
sect.  6  of  the  Conveyancing  Act  of  1881  (o),  so  as  to 
operate  by  virtue  of  that  Act  to  convey  to  the  trans- 
feree all  privileges  or  advantages  enjoyed  with  the  land 
at  the  time  of  conveyance.  And  this  is  confirmed  by 
the  Land  Transfer  Rules  (1903)  (/;).  The  vendor  of 
registered  land,  when  entitled  to  modify  {q)  the  effect 
of  these  statutory  provisions,  must  be  careful  to  insert 
the  words  necessary  for  his  protection  in  the  instrument 
of  transfer. 

Creation  of  The  statutory  powers  (r)  of  disposition  given  by  the 

other  nVhtT  ^^^^  Transfer  Acts  to  the  registered  proprietor  of 
over  regis-  registered  land  do  not  extend  beyond  the  transfer  of 
the  land  registered,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  the  creation 
of  registered  charges  thereon  (s)  ;  they  are  not  exercis- 
able for  the  grant  of  any  profit  djjrendre,  easement,  or 
similar  right  over  the  land  registered.  If,  therefore,  a 
sale  be  made  of  any  such  right  to  be  created  anew  over 
registered  land,  effect  can  only  be  given  to  the  contract 
(except  in  the  case  mentioned  above  (/) )  by  the  same 
method  of  assurance  as  if  the  land  were  not  registered. 
In  such  case  the  purchaser  will  have  the  same  right  of 
investigating  the  vendor's  title  to  the  land,  over  which 
the  right  sold  is  to  be  granted,  as  if  the  land  were  not 

(»)  NotwithstaBding    that    he  proprietor  of  land  shall  vest   in 

appears  to  come  in  under  a  new  him,  together  with  the  land,  all 

statutory  title  ;    ahove,  p.  1074  &  rights,  privileges,  and  appurteu- 

n    Ir)       The  case  appears  to  be  ances  appei taming  or  reputed  tu 

analogoustotherecovery  of  landin  appertain  to  the  land  or  any  part 

a  real  action  at  common  law,  when  thereof,  or,  at  the  time  of  regis- 

the  recoveror,  coming  in  by  title  tration,    demised,    occupied,    or 

paramount,  tacitly  recovered  the  enjoyed  therewith,  or  reputed  or 

appurtenances,    as    well    as    the  known  as  part  or  parcel   of   or 

land    itself  ;    Litt.   s.    149  ;    Co.  appurtenant  to  the  land  or  any 

Litt.  104  b,  151  a  &  n.  (3),  154  b,  part  thereof. 

306  b,  349  b.  (<?)  See  above,  p.  563. 

(o)  Stat.  44   &  45  Vict.  c.  41 ;  (r)  Above,  p.  10<4. 

Je  Lt.  2  (V) ;  above,  p.  562.  (J  Stats.  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  8. 

(«)  Rule  154,   providing  that  ss.  22,  29  ;  above,  p.  1106  &n.  (ej. 

the  registration  of   a  person   as  {f)  Above,  n.  ( p). 
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registered  (/<)  ;  subject,  however,  to  tlie  rule  already 
mentioned  (r),  that  where  an  absolute  title  is  vested  in 
the  vendor  by  Act  of  Parliament,  as  on  registration 
under  the  Land  Transfer  Acts  with  absolute  title  {.r), 
he  cannot  be  required  to  give  any  other  or  earlier  proof 
of  his  title.  And  the  purchaser  will  be  entitled  to 
call  for  an  abstract  and  production  of  all  unregistered 
assurances  dealing  with  the  land  in  question  off  the 
register ;  since  the  vendor  cannot,  by  any  conveyance 
of  the  right  sold,  extinguish  any  estate  or  interest  so 
created  {//).  The  purchaser  will  also  have  the  same 
right  to  covenants  for  title  {z),  and  he  should  make  the 
same  searches  {a)  as  if  the  land  were  not  registered  (b).  Searches. 
Where  such  a  right  is  sold  by  itself,  it  must  neces- 
sarily be  granted  by  an  unregistered  deed ;  but  the 
pui'chaser  may  as  well  procure  notice  of  the  right 
to  be  entered  on  the  register  (c).  Where  a  con- 
tract for  the  sale  of  some  registered  land  includes  an 
agreement  for  the  sale  of  some  particular  easement,  or 
other  such  right  as  aforesaid,  to  be  granted  over  other 
land  of  the  vendor's,  it  is  thought,  according  to  the 
principle  asserted  above  (c/),  that  the  grant  of  the  ease- 
ment or  right  should  be  made  by  a  deed  separate  from 
the  instrument  of  transfer ;  but  notice  of  the  right  may 
be  registered  against  the  land  affected  thereby  (r). 

The  Land  Transfer  Acts  make  no  special  provision  Reservation 

for  the  reservation  of  any  easement  or  similar  right  on      ^^  ^^^^Ii, 

>^  o  ment  or  other 

the  transfer  of  registered   land.      Such  a  reservation  right  over 
must  therefore  be  effected  by  the  like  assurance  as  in  land. 
the  case  of  unregistered  land  (,/') ;  that  is  to  say,  by  way 

(u)  Above,  p.  383.  is  a  purchaser  of  registered  land 

(v)  Above,  p.  81  &  n.  (//).  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  16  of 

(x)  Above,  p.  1061,  n.  {p).  the    Land    Transfer    Act,    1897 

(y)  Cf.  above,  pp.  1073,  1074.  (above,  pp.  1059,  1105). 
(z)  Above,  pp.  575  .w.  /  \  o        i  n^r         /.x 

{J)  Above,  pp.  511  4.  W  ^•^^  '-^^0^^'  P-  1105,  n.  {t). 

{b)  It  does  not  appear  that  a  ('0  Above,  p.  1095. 

purchaser  of  such  a  right  to  be  (/)  See  1  Davidson,  Prec.  Conv. 

created  anew  over  registered  land  96,  97,  4th  ed. ;  75,  76,  5th  ed. 
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Restrictive 

conditions 

afPecting 

registered 

land. 


of  grant  from  the  transferee,  who  must  execute  the 
deed  containing  it  (g).  It  appears  that  a  reservation  ot 
this  kind  may  well  he  made  in  an  instrument  of  transfer 
of  registered  land  if  apt  words  he  employed  and  the 
transferee  execute  the  instrument  of  transfer  (A) .  But 
as  the  reservation  of  an  easement  or  other  such  incor- 
poreal hereditament  as  ahove  mentioned  (?')  is  not  a  provi- 
sion necessarily  giving  rise  to  an  entry  in  the  register  (/.•), 
and  as  it  is  desirable  that  the  person  making  the  reserva- 
tion shall  have  evidence  of  his  title  thereto  in  his  own 
possession  (/),  it  is  thought  that,  where  a  stipulation  is 
made  on  the  sale  of  registered  land  for  any  reservation 
in  the  vendor's  favour  {m),  the  reservation  should  be 
made  by  unregistered  assurance  to  be  executed  in  dupli- 
cate (so  that  the  vendor  may  retain  the  counterpart), 
and  should  also  be  made  in  the  instrument  of  transfer, 
which  the  purchaser  should  execute  {n).  The  vendor 
mny  then  procure  notice  of  the  right  created  by  the 
reservation  to  be  registered  against  the  land  (o). 

We  have  seen  {p)  that  conditions  restricting  the  use 
of  any  registered  land  must  be  registered  in  order  to  be 
completely  effective ;  as,  unless  so  registered,  they  are 
liable  to  be  extinguished  by  the  effect  of  a  registered 
transfer  of  the  land  (q).  But  the  powers  of  disposition 
given  by  the  Land  Transfer  Acts  do  not  extend  to 
making  such   conditions  (r),  which  must  therefore  be 


iff)  Doe  d.  Douglas  v.  Loclc,  2  A. 
&  E.  705,  743  ;  TFickham  v.  Sate- 
Tier,  7  M.  &  W.  63,  76  ;  Durham, 
^■c.  By.  Co.  V.  Walker,  2  Q.  B. 
940,  967  ;  FanneJl  v.  Mill,  3  C.  B. 
625,  637,  638 ;  Troml  v.  Bates, 
34  L.  J.  Ch.  406,  411  ;  Maij  v. 
Belleville,  1905,  2  Ch.  605. 

{h)  Above,pp.l077,n.  (c),1090. 
It  may  be  observed  here  that  in 
order  to  reserve  {i.e.,  by  way  of 
grant  as  above  mentioned)  an 
easement  or  other  incorporeal 
hereditament  in  fee,  it  is  neces- 
sary to  use  proper  words  of  in- 
heritance ;   Litt.  s.  1 ;  Co.  Litt. 


9  a,  b.  It  does  not  appear  to  be 
sufficient  to  reserve  such  a  right 
to  tlie  transferor  and  the  regis- 
tered proprietor  for  the  time  being 
of  the  land,  to  which  the  right  is 
to  be  annexed. 

(0  Above,  p.  1108. 

[k)  Above,  p.  1095. 

(/)  See  above,  p.  1095. 

[m)  Above,  pp.  565,  567. 

(«)  Above,  n.  (A). 

\o)  Above,  p.  1105,  n.  (<). 

[p]  Above,  p.  1085. 

Iq)  Above,  p.  1074. 

(»•)  Above,  p.  1108. 
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nil 


created  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  land  were  not 
registered  (.s).  Where  any  registered  land  is  sold  to- 
gether with  the  benefit  of  a  stipulation  for  restricting  in 
future  the  use  of  some  adjoining  land,  it  is  thought  that 
the  purchaser  has  the  same  right  of  investigating  the 
title  to  the  adjoining  land,  and  should  make  the 
same  searches,  as  in  the  case  of  an  easement  to  he  Searches. 
created  thereover  (t)  ;  and  the  restrictive  conditions 
must  necessarily  be  created  by  deed  of  covenant  separate 
from  the  instrument  of  transfer.  Where  registered 
land  is  sold  subject  to  restrictive  conditions  to  be  newly 
created  thereover,  they  should  be  made  by  separate  deed 
of  covenant  to  be  executed  by  the  purchaser,  and  should 
be  mentioned  in  the  instrument  of  transfer  as  well  (m)  ; 
and  the  transferee  must  execute  the  instrument  of 
transfer  (./■).  In  either  case  the  restrictive  conditions 
must  be  duly  registered  {//),  for  which  purpose  produc- 
tion of  the  land  certificate  is  required  {z) . 

By  the  Land  Transfer  Act,  1875  (a),  any  restrictive  RemovaHrom 

.  -1,1  1  T  L  •  L         1    the  register 

condition  registered  thereunder  as  annexed  to  registered  ^f  restrictiva 
land  may  be  modified  or  discharged  by  order  of  the  conditions. 
Court,  on  proof,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court,  that 
such  modification  will  be  beneficial  to  the  persons 
pri)icipnl/i/  interested  in  the  enforcement  of  such  con- 
dition {t>) .  But  it  appears  that  such  conditions  may 
also  be  released,  wholly  or  partially,  by  all  the  persons 
entitled  to  the  benefit  thereof  (r)  ;  and  that  the  entries 
in  the  register  may  be  removed  or  modified  accord- 
ingly (r/). 

When  any  land  is  registered  in  the  name  of  two  or  Joint  regis- 
tered pro- 
(*)  Above,  pp.  428,  429.  (^0  Stat.  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  87,   prietors. 

[t)  Above,  p.  1109.  s.  84. 

(m)  Land  Transfer  Rules  (1903),  (j)  ^ee  Ground  Rent  Development 

153.  Co.  V.  West,  1902,  1  Ch.  674. 

ix)  Above,  p.  1090.  ,                    „,    .„. 

y    Land  Transfer  Rules  (1903),  ('')  See  above,  pp.  431,  924. 

153/223.  {d)  Land  Transfer  Rules (1903), 

(z)  Above,  p.  1062,  n.  (;«)■  17- 
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more  persons  as  joint  proprietors  thereof,  it  appears  that 
they  have  together  the  same  powers  of  disposition  as  a 
single  registered  proprietor  (e),  subject  to  any  restriction 
thereou,  which  may  be  entered  in  tlie  register  (/). 
They  must  therefore  all  execute  any  instrument  of 
transfer  or  charge  which  they  may  make. 

Corporation  Where  an  application  for  registration  as  proprietor 

registered  as      £  j^^^^j  ^^  ^  charge  is  made  by  a  corporation,  evidence 

proprietor.  »  .  n      p   -j  j.       i      i 

is  required  of  its  incorporation  and  ot  its  power  to  deal 

with  the  land  or  charge  {[/) ;  and  if  the  corporation  be 
in  any  way  restrained  from  alienation  (//),  a  restric- 
tion, protecting  such  restraint,  is  to  be  entered  in  the 
Transfer  to  a  register  (/) .  And  a  transfer  of  land  to  a  corporation  (k) 
corporation.  .^  ^^^  ^^  ^^  registered  until  the  registrar  is  satisfied 
that  it  is  in  accordance  with  the  law  of  mortmain  (/)  ; 
and  where  it  shall  appear  to  the  registrar  that  a  right 
of  pre-emption,  or  reverter,  or  restrictive  condition,  or  a 
restriction  on  alienation  by  the  transferee,  or  any  other 
like  right  or  restriction  exists,  or  may  arise,  he  shall 
enter  notice  of  any  such  right  or  conditions,  or  a 
restriction  or  inhibition  protecting  any  such  right, 
condition,  or  restriction  on  alienation  or  otherwise,  in 
such  manner  and  form  as  he  shall  think  fit  (m) .  An 
intending  purchaser  or  chargee  of  land  registered  in 
the  name  of  a  corporation  should  therefore  find  any 
restrictions  which  may  exist  on  the  corporation's  powers 
of  alienation  (^0>  properly  noted  in  the  register;  and, 


(e)  Stats.  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  87,  iff)  Land  Transfer  Rules  (1903), 

s.  69  ;  60  &  61  Vict.  c.  65,  s.  14  (1)  25C. 

and  First  Schedule.  (A)  Above,  pp.  855  sq. 

if)  A  restriotion  may  be  en-  -•     -d   i     ,-,c^no\ 

tered    on    dispositions    by    joint  (0  Land  Transfer  Rules  (1903), 

proprietors,   after   their    number  ^^■ 

has    been    reduced    below   some  (/,•)  gee  ibid.  r.  144. 

specified  limit;    stats.    38    &   39  ,n    \r^              ozr, 

Vict.   c.  87,  8.   83  (3);  60  &  61  )\  rV-l        '.^r'' 

Vict.  c.  65,  First  Schedule ;  Land  ('«)  Ibid.  r.  146. 

Transfer  Rules  (1903),  224,  225.  {»)  Above,  pp.  855  sq. 
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of  course  he  cannot  take  the  transfer  or  charge  unless 
the  restrictions  can  he  comjilied  with  or  removed  (o). 
But  as  it  is  enacted  in  the  Land  Transfer  Act,  1897  {p), 
that  where  a  registered  disposition  would  if  unregis- 
tered be  absolutely  void,  the  register  shall  be  rectified, 
and  the  person  suifering  loss  by  the  rectification  shall 
be  entitled  to  the  indemnity  provided  by  the  Act  {q) ,  it 
apjoears  that  any  one  proposing  to  take  a  registered 
transfer  or  charge  from  a  corporation  must  satisfy 
himself  with  respect  to  the  incorporation  and  the  powers 
of  alienation  possessed  by  the  corporation  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  the  land  were  not  registered  (r).  For  if 
he  should  omit  to  do  this,  and  the  transfer  or  charge 
were  void  as  being  ultra  vires  (.s),  and  the  necessary 
restriction  had  not  been  entered  in  the  register,  he 
might  be  ejected  from  the  land  or  lose  his  charge 
thereon ;  although  it  appears  that  he  would  be  entitled 
to  the  indemnity.  And  he  must  of  course  satisfy 
himself  that  the  instrument  of  transfer  or  charge  is 
executed  in  such  manner  as  will  bind  the  corpora- 
tion (t). 

Lands,  which  are  vested  in  trustees  for  any  charitable  Charity  lands 
uses,  or  in  the  official  trustee  of  charity  lands,  and  for  ^^^^^  ^^^ 
the  sale  of  which  the  consent  of  the  Charity  Commis- 
sioners {u)    or    Board  of    Education  (.r)    is  by  statute 
required,  may  be  registered  in  the  proprietorship  of 

(o)  Above,  p.  1070.  ferred   on  the   Charity  Commis- 

(p)  Stat.  60  &  61  Vict.  c.  65,  sioners  by  the  Charitable  Trusts 

8.  7  (2).  Acts,  1853  to  1894,  and  relating 

{q)  See  sect.  7  (1)  ;  stat.  38  &  to   endowments    held    solely   for 

39  Vict.  c.  87,  s.  95.  educational  purposes  were  trans- 

(r)  Above,  p.  865.  ferred  to  the  Board  of  Education  ; 

(«)  Above,  pp.  855 — 857.  except  the  powers  of  appointing 

{t)  Above,  p.  866.  the  official  trustees  of  charitable 

(m)  Above,  pp.  394,  404  sq.  funds  and  of  making  orders  for 

(x)  By  the  Board  of  Education  vesting  or  transferring  lands  or 

(Powers)  Order  in  Council,  1902,  funds  in,  to  or  from  the  official 

made  under  the  Board  of  Educa-  trustee    of    charitable    lands    or 

tion  Act,  1899  (stat.  62  &  63  Vict.  the  official  trustees  of  charitable 

c.  33,  s.  2  (2)),  all  powers  con-  funds. 

w.— II.  29 
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sucli  trustees  or  official  trustee,  subject  to  a  restriction 
on  alienation  without  the  consent  of  the  Commissioners 
or  the  Board,  as  the  case  may  he  (/y).  But  land,  which 
is  held  for  charitable  uses  and  can  be  sold  without  the 
consent  of  the  Charity  Commissioners  or  the  Board  (s), 
may  be  registered  in  the  proprietorship  of  the  trustees 
thereof  having  the  power  of  sale  (a)  without  any  restric- 
tion (b) .  Where  application  for  registration  as  proprietors 
of  land  or  a  charge  is  made  by  any  body  of  trustees, 
in  whom,  as  such,  property  from  time  to  time  vests  (c), 
evidence  is  required  of  the  provisions  under  which  the 
property  so  vests  and  of  their  power  to  deal  with  the  land 
or  charge  (d)  ;  and  if  their  estate  be  subject  to  a  restraint 
on  alienation,  a  restriction  protecting  the  same  is  to  be 
entered  (c).  A  transfer  of  land  for  charitable  uses  (/) 
shall  not  be  registered  until  the  registrar  is  satisfied 
that  it  is  in  accordance  with  the  law  relating  to  charit- 
able uses  (g)  ;  and  the  like  notice,  restriction  or  inhibi- 
tion is  to  be  entered,  where  necessary,  as  on  a  transfer 
to  a  corporation  (h).  Owing  to  the  above-mentioned 
provision  of  the  Land  Transfer  Act,  1897,  as  to  regis- 
tered dispositions,  which  if  unregistered  would  be 
absolutely  void  (/) ,  it  appears  that,  where  an  intending 
purchaser  or  chargee  of  land  registered  in  the  name  of 
joint  proprietors  or  a  sole  proprietor,  without  any 
restriction,  has  notice  that  it  is  held  upon  any  charitable 
trust,  he  should  satisfy  himself  that  it  can  lawfully  be 
disposed  of  without  the  consent  of  the  Charity  Commis- 
sioners, or  Board  of  Education,  in  the  same  manner  as 
if  the  land  were  not  registered  (/.•) . 

{y)  Land  Transfer  Rules  (1903),  {<)  Ibid.  r.  29. 

83,  84,  86.  (/)  See  ibid.  r.  145. 

(z)  Above,  p.  405  &  n.  (l).  (,,)  Above,  pp.  393  sq.  ;  see  p. 

(«)  Above,  pp.  370,  n.(/«),  1100.  396  &  n.  [1). 

[b)  Land  Transfer  Rules  (1903),  ^^^  Land  Transfer  Rules  (1903), 

(.)  Above,  p.  409.  ^^^'  ^''°*^'^  ^^°^^'  P"  ^^^2. 

{d)  Land  Transfer  Rules(1903),  W  Above,  p.  1113. 

256.  {k)  Above,  p.  405  &  n.  (/). 
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Here  it  may  be  observed  tbat  the  above-mentioned  Effect  of  a 
enactment  of  the  Land  Transfer  Act,  1897  (/),  providing  difpos^jtion 
that  the  register  shall  be  rectified  where  a  registered  "«'hich  if  un- 
disposition  would  if  unregistered  be  absolutely  void,  would  be  void, 
appears  to  be  very  far-reaching  in  its  effect,  and  to 
introduce  into  dealings  with  registered  land  an  element 
of  uncertainty  against  which  a  pui-chaser  has  no  protec- 
tion. Thus  a  purchaser  of  land  from  a  vendor  registered 
as  proprietor  with  an  absolute  title  is  precluded  from 
inquiring  into  the  eai'lier  title ;  he  must  accept  the 
present  entries  in  the  register  as  conclusive  evidence  (m). 
If  however  the  vendor  had  been  so  registered  under  a 
transfer  which  if  imregistered  would  have  been  void  (as 
from  a  corporation  in  excess  of  its  powers  or  from 
trustees  prohibited  from  selling  without  the  Charity 
Commissioners'  consent  (ii)  ),  it  appears  that  those 
entitled  by  virtue  of  the  nullity  of  such  transfer  would 
have  the  right  to  have  the  register  rectified  ;  that  is  to 
say,  they  might  insist  that  the  vendor  was  not  the  lawful 
registered  proprietor  of  land,  and  procure  the  removal 
of  his  name  from  the  register.  But  if  it  can  be  so  main- 
tained that  the  vendor  is  not  the  registered  proprietor 
of  the  land,  it  appears  to  follow  that  he  cannot  validly 
exercise  the  powers  of  disposition  given  to  the  registered 
proprietor,  so  as  to  extinguish  outstanding  interests. 
The  transfer  to  the  purchaser  therefore,  though  duly 
registered,  would  appear  not  to  vest  in  him  an  inde- 
feasible estate  in  fee  simple  (o),  but  to  give  him  only 
an  estate  voidable  at  the  instance  of  those  entitled  to 
the  rectification  of  the  register.  It  is  true  that  the 
purchaser  would  be  entitled  to  an  indemnity  under  the 
Land  Transfer  Act,  1897  (p) ;  but,  as  was  recognised  in 
founding  the  jurisdiction  to  decree  specific  perform- 
ance {q),  pecuniary  damages  are  not  an  adequate  com- 

{l)   Above,  p.  1113.  (o)  Above,  p.  1073. 

(m)   Above,  p.  1059.  {p)   Above,  p.  1113  &  n.  {q). 

(m)  Above,  pp.  1113,  1114.        {q)   Above,  p.  988. 

29  (2) 
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Protection  of 
persons 
claiming 
under  a 
iraHsfcr  of  a 
charge  made 
by  a  pro- 
prietor 
entitled 
under  a  void 
disposition. 


pensation  for  being  deprived  of  land  purchased  witli 
the  expectation  of  an  indefeasible  title.  Other  instances 
of  registered  dispositions,  which  if  unregistered  would 
be  absolutely  void,  are  forged  transfers  (r) ,  and  transfers 
void  for  mistake  (.s)  or  for  non-compliance  with  the 
statute  regulating  the  assurance  of  land  to  charitable 
uses  (f).  It  should  be  noted  that,  in  the  above  respects, 
a  person  taking  or  deriving  title  under  a  regisfcird 
transfer  of  a  registered  charge  made  by  a  registered  pro- 
prietor, whose  title  was  acquired  under  a  void  disposi- 
tion, appears  to  stand  in  a  more  favourable  position  ; 
as  it  is  enacted  in  the  Land  Transfer  Act,  1897  (^u), 
that  a  registered  transferee  for  value  of  a  charge  and 
his  successors  in  title  shall  not  be  affected  by  any 
irregularity  or  invalidity  in  the  original  charge  itself, 
of  which  the  transferee  was  not  aware  when  it  was 
transferred  to  him.  But  the  like  protection  is  not 
accorded  to  the  original  chargee  himself,  nor  to  persons 
claiming  under  a  void  transfer  of  a  valid  charge.  Thus 
it  has  been  decided  that  in  the  case  of  a  forged  transfer 
of  a  charge,  the  name  of  the  person  misled  by  the 
forgery  must  be  removed  from  the  register,  but  he  is 
entitled  to  the  indemnity  provided  by  the  Act  {x). 


Undivided 
share  in  land ; 
mines  apart 
from  surface. 


The  title  may  be  registered  to  an  undivided  share  in 
land,  or  to  mines  and  minerals  severed  from  the  surface, 
or  to  cellars,  flats,  or  chambers,  in  the  same  manner  as 
to  the  entirety  (?/).  But  we  have  seen  {z)  that  nothing 
in  the  Land  Transfer  Act,  1897,  shall  render  com- 
pulsory the  registration  of  the  title  to  an  undivided 
share  in  land,  or  to  mines  and  minerals  apart  from  the 


{r)  Above,  p.  754. 

(*■)  Above,  p.  671  &  n.  (;«). 

(4  Above,  pp.  394  sq.,  396, 
1114. 

{u)  Stat.  60  &  61  Vict.  c.  65, 
First  Schedule,  amending  stat. 
38  &  39  Vict.  c.  87,  s.  40. 


{x)  A.-G.Y.Odell,  1905,  W.  N. 
81. 

(y)  Stats.  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  87, 
s.  82;  60&61  Vict.  c.  65,8.  14(1); 
Land  Transfer  Rules  (1903),  71— 
77. 

[z)  Above,  p.  370. 
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surface.     This  exemption,  however,  is  not  extended  to 
cellars,  flats,  chambers,  or  similar  hereditaments  («). 

Copyholds  cannot  be  reo^istered  as  such  under  the  Copyholds 
Land  Transfer  Acts  ;  nor  customary  freeholds  m  any  tomary 
case  in  which  an  admission  or  any  act  by  the  lord  of  freeholds, 
the   manor  is   necessary   to   perfect   the   title   of    the 
tenant  (/>).       But  freeholds   intermixed   vdih    and   in- 
distinguishable from  copyholds  or  customary  freeholds 
may  be  so  registered :  though  in  such  case  notice  is  to 
be  entered  on  the  register  of  the  facts  relating  to  the 
tenure  of  the  land,  and  the  tenm-e  of  that  portion  of 
the  land,  which  is  not  freehold,  will  remain  unaffected 
by  the  registration  (c).     We  have  seen  that  nothing  in 
the  Land  Transfer  Act,  1897,  is  to  render  compulsory 
the  registration  of  the  title  to  freeholds  intermixed  with 
and  indistinguishable  from  lands  of  other  tenure,  or  to 
corporeal  hereditaments  parcel  of  a  manor  and  included 
in  a  sale  of  a  manor  as  such  (</).     The  title  to  a  manor  Manor ; 
or  a  seignory  may  be  registered  {c).  seignoiy. 

The  purchase  of  registered  land  from  a  mortgagee  Purchase  of 
exercising  his  power  of   sale  is  a  matter   demandmg  i^nd  from  a 
special  notice.     A  mortgagee  of  registered  land  may  °^°'^f^^\ig 
occupy    one   of   four   different    positions.      First,    his  power  of  sale, 
mortgage  may  be   a  registered  incumbrance,  prior  to 
first  registration  with  an  absolute  title,  whereof  the  pro- 
prietorship is  not  registered  (./').     Secondly,  the  mort- 

(a)  See  stat.  60  &  61  Vict.  c.  65,  shall  be  indemnified  accordingly ; 

s.  24;  above,  p.  370.  stat.   60  &  61  Vict.  c.  65,  First 

*  (i)'stat.   38  &   39  Vict.  c.  87,  Schedule. 

s.  2.     But  if  at  any  time  land  is  (c)  Stat.   38   &  39  Vict.  c.  87, 

found  to   have    been    registered  s.  67;  Land  Transfer  Rules  (1903), 

with  absolute   or   qualified  title  §7. 

contrary  to  the  provisions  of  this  ,^.  Above,  p.  370  &  n.  («). 

section,  the  registration  shall  not  )  ,  o,    -     oq    f,  qq  vift    o    87 

be  annulled,  but  shall  be  deemed  i'^  ^^^t    38   &   39  Vict,  c    87. 

an  error  not  capable  of  rectifica-  tf^  >  Land  Transfer  Rules(1903), 

tion  under  the  Principal  Act,  and  '^  '  ^^ove,  p.  1105. 

any  person  suffering  loss  thereby  (/)  Above,  p.  1067. 
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gagor  may  have  registered,  after  the  mortgage,  with  a 
possessory  title,  when  the  mortgage  will  have  been  an 
estate,  right  or  interest  then  subsisting  as  adverse  to  or 
in  derogation  of  his  title  {g).  Thirdh^,  the  mortgage 
may  be  a  registered  incumbrance,  prior  to  first  registra- 
tion with  an  absolute  title,  whereof  the  proprietorship 
is  registered  (Ji).  And  fourthly,  the  mortgage  may 
have  been  made  subsequently  to  the  registration  of  the 
land(0. 

Purchase  In  the  fii'st  of  these  cases  all  that  has  to  be  ascer- 

incum-  taiued  from  the  register  is  that  the  incumbrance  is  duly 

brancer,  registered,  as  alleged,  so  as  to  remain  paramount  to  the 

pnor  to  first  ^  .  .  . 

registration,  effect  of  first  registration  with  an  absolute  title  and  of 
asproprietof  registered  transfers  of  the  land  (/.).  This  done,  the  in- 
of  the  in-         vcstigatiou  of  the  title  will  be  conducted  in  the  same 

cuin  DF3,  n  cf* 

manner  exactly  as  if  the  land  were  not  registered  (/)  ; 
the  same  points  being  particularly  attended  to  as  on  a 
purchase  of  unregistered  land  from  a  mortgagee  exer- 
cising his  power  of  sale  {m) .  But  the  assurance  of  the  land 
sold  to  the  pm-chaser  and  the  completion  of  the  contract 
present  some  difficulty,  owing  to  the  fact  that  the  land 
is  registered  in  the  proprietorship  of  the  mortgagor,  or 
his  successor  in  estate,  who  presumably  is  no  party  to 
the  contract.  We  will  suppose  that  the  purchaser  is 
buying  under  an  open  contract  and  that  the  land  sold 
is  situated  in  a  district  where  registration  on  sale  is 
compulsory  (;?).  As  the  vendor  is  selling  an  estate 
paramount  to  the  title  of  the  registered  proprietor  and 
entirely  unaffected  by  the  registration,  it  is  at  least  ques- 
tionable whether  he  is  a  vendor  of  registered  land  within 
the  meaning  of  sect.  16  of  the  Land  Transfer  Act, 
1897  (o)  :  but  it  is  submitted  that  he  is,  since  the  land 

(^)  Above,  p.  1061,  n.  (>•).  {!)  Above,  pp.  1068,  1069. 

(A)  Above,  p.  1067.  (;„)  Above,  pp.  338  sq. 

ii)  Above,  pp.  1067,  1009.  /  \    av  o/>n 

)/,    ,,       '  ^^       ,„Ai  ,    \  (»)  Above,  pp.  369  S(7. 

ik)  Above,   pp.    1061,   n.  (»),  ,>    . , 

1073.  (")  -A.bove,  pp.  1059—1062. 
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sold  is  in  fact  already  registered,  and  the  vendor  can- 
not, by  conveyance  under  his  power  of  sale,  confer  a 
title  under  which  an  application  can  be  made  for 
registration  as  fird  proprietor  of  the  land  {p).  If  this 
suggestion  be  correct,  the  vendor  will  be  bound,  at  the 
purchaser's  request  and  at  his  oicn  cxpetise,  and  notwith- 
standing any  stijniJation  to  the  contrary,  either  to  procure 
the  registration  of  himself  as  proprietor  of  the  land,  or 
of  the  incumbrance,  under  which  he  is  selling,  or  to 
procure  a  transfer  from  the  registered  proprietor  to  the 
purchaser  {q).  And  if  the  sale  be  not  regulated  by  the 
above  enactment,  it  is  thought  that,  under  an  open 
contract,  the  vendor  would  nevertheless  be  bound  to 
j)rocure  the  purchaser's  registration  as  proprietor  of  the 
land  :  otherwise,  although  it  appears  that  the  purchaser 
would  obtain  the  legal  estate  (r),  there  would  remain 
outstanding  the  registered  proprietor's  interest  with  the 
powers  of  disposition  incident  thereto  (s).  But  in  this 
event  the  purchaser  would  have  to  bear  the  expense  of 
such  registration,  except  that  of  any  acts  to  be  done  for 
this  purpose  by  the  vendor  himself  or  any  other  neces- 
sary party,  such  as  the  registered  proprietor  of  the 
land  {t).  The  sale  should,  it  is  thought,  be  completed 
by  an  unregistered  assurance  of  the  estate  sold  to  the 
purchaser,  in  which  the  vendor  should  covenant  against 
incumbrances  (»),  followed  by  the  registration  of  the 
purchaser  as  proprietor  of  the  land :  but  the  purchaser 
should  not  pay  the  price  until  he  has  acquii-ed  a  clear 
right  to  be  registered  as  proprietor  and  is  satisfied  that 

(i»)  Seestat.  60&  eiVict.  c.  65,  h)  Under  the  general   law  of 

s.  20  (1,  2) ;  above,  pp.  369,  370.  sale,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  vendor 

,,.,                  -.r^r--,    ■,nnc^  of  an  unincumbeped  estate  in  fee 

{q)  Above,  pp.  1061,  1062.  ^.^^^^  ^^  ^^^  j^  ^^  outstanding 

(r)  Because   the  vendor   could  interests,  whether  paramount  to 

not  confer  a  title  under  which  an  his  own  or  not ;  see  above,  pp.  34, 

application  for  first  registration  130—134,  446,  539,  n.  {q),  642, 

could  be  made  ;  see  above,  n.  {p) ;  962,  963. 

Cozens-Hardy,  L.  J.,  Capital  and  (t)  Above,    pp.   372,  373,  645, 

Counties  Bank,  Zd.  Y.  Modes,  1903,  646,  1080,  n.  (o). 

1  Ch.  631,  656,  657.  («)  Above,  pp.  1092,  1095. 
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his  registration  will  relate  back  to  the  time  of  pay- 
ment {.)■).  The  purchaser  can  only  obtain  this  right  in 
three  ways.  Either  the  registered  proprietor  of  the  land 
must  at  the  vendor's  request  execute  a  registered  transfer 
to  the  purchaser ;  in  which  case  the  purchaser  must  of 
course  ascertain  that  the  proprietor's  title  is  unincum- 
bered, or  that  all  incumbrancers  conciu?  in  the  transfer  (y) . 
Or  the  vendor  must  j)rociu^e  himself  to  be  registered  as 
proprietor  of  the  incumbrance,  under  which  he  is  sell- 
ing, when  he  will  acquire  the  statutory  power  to  transfer 
the  land  sold  in  exercise  of  his  power  of  sale  (s),  and  will 
be  enabled  to  exercise  the  same  in  the  purchaser's  favour. 
Or  proceedings  must  be  taken  under  the  Land  Transfer 
Eules  (1903),  No.  151  («),  to  procure  the  purchaser's 
registration  as  proprietor  of  the  land.  It  is  thought 
that  the  purchaser  is  entitled,  in  one  way  or  another,  to 
have  the  land  sold  transferred  into  his  own  registered 
proprietorship  ;  and  he  should  insist  on  obtaining  this. 
If  the  vendor  procure  a  transfer  from  the  registered 
proprietor  and  all  other  necessary  parties,  or  procure 

(x)  Above,  pp.  1074— lOSl.  a  sale  by  a  mortgagee  with  a  title 

(y)  Above,  pp.  1066,  1069.  paramount  to  the  title  registered) 

/  /  o^  J.      oo    p    or^  -17-  i.        Q-  and  the  registered  proprietor  re- 

{z)  Stats.   38  &  39  Vict.  c.  8  / ,  ^ ^^^^  ^^  execute  a  transfer,  or  his 

8.  27 ;  60  &  61  Vict  0.  6o  ss.  9  (1),  execution  of  a  transfer  cannot  be 

22  (6,  c) ;  Land  Transfer  Rules  obtained,  or  can  only  be  obtained 

(1903),   1/5  ;  below,  p.  1123.     It  ^^^^^  ^^^^^^  delay  or  expense,  the 

does  not  appear  that  m  this  case  igt^ar  may,  after  due  notice 

the  vendor  would  have  the  right  ^°^^^^  ^^^^^  ^.^^^^  to  each   pro- 

to  procure  himself  to  be  registered  .ietoj.,  and  on  production  of  the 

as  proprietor  of  the  laml.  ^^^^  certificate,  and  such  evidence 

{(()  Providing  that,  when  the  as  he  may  deem  sufficient,  make 

power  of  disposing  of  registered  such  entry  in  or  correctionof  the 

land  has,  by  the  operation  of  any  register    as   under    the    circum- 

statute  or  statutory  power  or  by  stances  he  shall  deem  fit.     And 

order  of  Court  or  by  paramount  by  r.  152,  on  a  disposition  by  a 

title,  become  vested  in  some  per-  mortgagee  or  other  person  under 

son    other    than    the    registered  or  by  virtue  of  any  estate,  right, 

proprietor    (as,   for   instance,    in  interest  or  power  not  affected  by 

the  case  of  a  deed  poll  executed  the  registration,  or  entered  as  an 

under    sect.    77    of    the    Lands  incumbrance    prior    to   registra- 

Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,  tion,  the  registrar  may  dispense 

or  of  a   declaration   vesting    an  with  the  production  of  the  land 

estate  contained  in  or  made  under  certificate;    see   above,   p.    1062, 

or  by  virtue  of  any  statute,  or  of  n.  (c). 
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himself  to  be  registered  as  proprietor  of  the  incumlorance 
and  then  transfer  to  the  purchaser,  the  purchase  money 
may  he  paid,  after  a  priority  notice  has  been  obtained 
in  favour  of  the  transfer  to  the  purchaser,  on  the  execu- 
tion of  the  unregistered  assurance  and  the  instrument  of 
transfer  to  the  purchaser  and  on  delivery  of  the  land 
certificate  (/>),  or,  where  the  vendor  has  been  registered 
as  proprietor  of  the  incumbrance,  of  the  certificate  of 
incumbrance  {e),  with  the  priority  notice  endorsed 
thereon  {d).  But  if  application  be  made  under  rule  151 
to  have  the  purchaser's  name  entered  as  proprietor  of 
the  land,  it  is  thought  that  he  should  not  part  with  the 
purchase  money  until  the  registrar  has  directed  the 
required  entry  to  be  made ;  for  until  then  the  purchaser 
has  no  absolute  right  to  be  so  registered,  and  he  cannot 
be  assured  that  the  application  will  be  granted  {e) .  The  Searches, 
question,  what  searches  should  be  made,  also  depends 
on  the  manner  in  which  the  purchaser's  registration  is 
to  be  effected.  If  he  is  to  obtain  a  transfer  from  the 
registered  proprietor  of  the  land  and  all  other  necessary 
parties  (the  incumbrance  being  expunged  from  the 
register  (/)),  or  from  the  vendor  when  registered  as 
proprietor  of  the  incumbrance  under  which  the  sale  is 
made,  it  appears  that  the  effect  of  the  transfer,  when 
registered,  will  relieve  him  from  the  necessity  of  making 
any  searches  outside  the  Office  of  Land  Eegistry,  except 
in  Bankruptcy  {g).  But  if  application  for  the  purchaser's 
registration  is  to  be  made  under  rule  151  (//),  the  same 
searches  should  be  made  as  upon  the  sale  of  unregistered 
land  (i)  ;  for  the  purchaser's  claim  to  be  so  registered 
must  be  proved  to  the  registrar's  satisfaction  (//). 

(b)  And  also  of  the  certificate  {e)  Consider  the  terms  of  r.  151, 
of  charge,  if  any  chargee  concur       above,  n.  («). 

in  the  transfer.  (y")  Above,  p.  1067. 

(c)  Stat    60   &  61  Vict.  c.  65,  ,^  j^  1086-1088. 
8.  8    4    ;  above,  p.  1065,  n.    0.  n[>,-,                non         /n 

(d)  Above,   pp.   1074  sq.,  1079  (^0  Above,  p.  1120,  n.  {a). 
&  n.  (»«),  1081.  (i)  Above,  pp.  611  sq. 
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Purchase 
from  a  mort- 
gagee selling 
under  a  mort- 
gage prior  to 
registration 
with  a  posses- 
sory title. 


Where  the  mortgage  was  made  prior  to  the  mort- 
gagor's registration  as  first  proprietor  with  a  possessory 
title,  the  same  principles  apply,  but  the  circumstances 
are  different.  The  title  must  be  investigated  and 
searches  made  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  land 
were  not  registered  (/.•).  But  it  is  doubtful  whether 
the  vendor  is  a  vendor  of  registered  land  within  the 
above  mentioned  enactment ;  for,  although  the  land 
has  been  abeady  registered  with  a  possessory  title,  it 
seems  that  he  can  confer  a  title  under  which  application 
may  be  made  for  first  registration  with  an  absolute 
title  {!).  It  appears,  however,  that  for  this  reason,  if 
the  land  sold  be  situate  in  a  district  where  registration 
is  compulsory,  the  pui-chaser  would  not  obtain  the  legal 
estate  unless  or  until  he  were  registered  as  the  proprie- 
tor thereof  {m).  So  that  he  would  in  any  case  be 
entitled  to  require  the  vendor  to  procure,  at  his  expense, 
his  registration  as  proprietor  of  the  land  (;?).  It  appears 
that  this  can  only  be  effected  either  by  a  transfer  from 
the  registered  proprietor  and  his  registered  incum- 
brances, if  any,  or  by  an  application  under  rule  151  (o). 
The  sale  should,  it  is  thought,  be  completed  by  an 
unregistered  assurance  of  the  land  to  the  purchaser,  in 
which  the  vendor  should  covenant  against  incum- 
brances (^;),  followed  by  his  registration  as  proprietor 
of  the  land  to  be  obtained  in  either  of  the  above  men- 
tioned ways ;  and  the  purchase  money  should  be  paid 
according  to  the  mode  of  completion  adopted  {q). 


Purchase  Where  the  vendor  is  the  registered  proprietor  of  a 

from  an  m-  registered  incumbrance  prior  to  first  registration  with 

cumbrancer,  o                        _                 _        ••■                       ^     ^      ^ 

prior  to  first  an  absolute  title  (r),  it  appears  to  lie  in  the  purchaser's 


[h)  Above,  pp.  511   sq.,   1066, 
1086,  1093,  1094. 

(/)  Above,  pp.  1118,  1119. 

(w)  Above,  pp.  369,  370. 

(«)  Above,  pp.  372,  373,  1119 


&  n.  (;•). 

(o)  Above,  p.  1120  &  n.  [a). 
Ip)  Above,  pp.  1093—1096. 
[q)  Above,  pp.  1074—1081. 
(r)  Above,  p.  1067. 
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option  whether  he  will  investigate  the  title  off  the  regis-  registration, 
ter  or  not  (.s)  ;  but  it  seems  that  he  must  do  so,  in  the  proprietor  of 

same  manner  as  if  the  land  were  not  registered  (t),  as  tbeincum- 

.        1  .   ,        brance. 

he  cannot  ascertain   from   the  entries  m  the  register 

whether  the  power  of  sale  has  become  exercisable  or 
not  (?/),  The  vendor,  being  registered  as  the  proprietor 
of  the  incumbrance  under  which  he  is  selling,  is  enabled 
by  the  Laud  Transfer  Acts  (x)  to  give  effect  to  his  power 
of  sale,  when  exercisable,  by  transferring  the  land,  on 
which  he  has  the  registered  incumbrance,  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  he  were  the  registered  proprietor  thereof. 
What  the  purchaser  has  to  ascertain,  therefore,  by 
investigation  of  the  title  and  inspection  of  the  register 
is  that  the  vendor  is  the  registered  proprietor  of  a 
registered  first  charge  prior  to  registration  with  an 
absolute  title,  that  he  has  the  power  of  sale,  and  that 
the  power  of  sale  has  become  exercisable  {//) .  The 
purchaser  need  make  no  searches  outside  the  Ofhce  of 
Land  Registry,  except  in  Bankruptcy  (n).  Completion 
should,  it  is  thought,  be  effected  by  a  separate  assurance  of 
the  land,  in  which  the  vendor  should  covenant  against  in- 
cumbrances (a),  together  with  a  registered  transfer  from 
the  vendor  in  exercise  of  his  statutory  power  in  that 
behalf ;  and  the  purchase  money  may  be  paid  as  above 
mentioned  in  discussing  the  proper  mode  of  completing 
an  open  contract  to  purchase  registered  land  {h) .  There 
will  be  no  need  to  produce  the  land  certificate  to  prociu'e 
the  purchaser's  registration,  but  production  of  the  cer- 
tificate of  incumbrance  will  be  requii-ed  (c). 


(s)  Above,  p.  1067.  prof  eased  exercise  of  the  power  of 

{t)  Above,  pp.  338  sq.  sale   conferred    by  the   Convey- 

(m)  See  Brickdale  &  Sheldon's  ancing-  Act  of  1881  ;  see  above, 

Land  Transfer  Acts,  634,  2ud  ed.  p.  341  &  n.  (s). 

(x)  Above,  p.  1120  &  n.  {z).    By  (y)  Above,  pp.  338  sq. 

stat.  60  &  61  Vict.  c.  65,  s.  9  (1),  (z)  Above,  pp.  1086—1088. 

a  transfer  of  land  made  by  the  («)  Above,  pp.  1095,  1096. 

registered  proprietor  of  a  regis-  (b)  Above,  pp.  1074  —  1081. 

tered  charge  with  power  of  sale  (c)  Stat.  60   &  61  Vict,  c.  65, 

shall  operate  as  a  conveyance  in  s.  8  (4) ;  above,  p.  1065,  n.  (o). 
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Purchase 
from  a 
chargee 
subsequent  to 
registration. 


The  sale  of  land  under  tlie  power  of  sale  conferred 
ty  a  registered  charge  which  has  been  created  subse- 
quently to  the  registration  of  the  land,  is  similar  to 
the  last  case,  except  that  the  circumstances  admit  of 
interests  paramount  to  the  charge ;  as  where  the  title 
registered  is  absolute,  but  there  are  incumbrances  prior 
to  registration,  or  where  the  title  registered  is  qualified 
or  possessory.  If  there  should  be  such  interests  outstand- 
ing, the  title  thereto  must  of  course  be  proved,  and  they 
must  be  got  in  or  discharged  as  above  mentioned  in  case 
of  the  sale  of  registered  land  by  the  registered  projDrie- 
tor((/).  Apart  from  such  interests,  as  where  the  title 
registered  is  absolute  and  free  from  incumbrances  prior  to 
registration,  it  appears  that  the  purchaser,  under  an  open 
contract,  would  have  no  right  to  investigate  the  title  off 
the  register  {e),  or  need  to  search  outside  the  Office  of 
Land  Registry,  except  in  Bankruptcy  (,/')  ;  but  he 
would  have  to  ascertain  from  the  register  that  the  vendor 
was  the  registered  proprietor  of  a  registered  first  charge 
with  power  of  sale  {g),  and  that  at  the  time  of  registra- 
tion of  the  charge  the  proprietor  of  the  land  was  registered 
with  an  absolute  title ;  and  he  would  have  to  satisfy 
himself  that  the  power  of  sale  had  become  exercisable  (//) . 
To  make  sure  of  this,  he  should  inspect  the  instrument 
of  charge,  which  is  filed  in  the  register,  but  of  which  a 
copy  would  be  found  in  the  certificate  of  charge  (i). 
As  regards  the  estate  which  the  vendor  had  power  under 
the  charge  to  sell,  the  sale  would  be  completed  by  a 
registered  transfer  of  the  land  sold  from  the  vendor  to 


(cl)  Above, pp.  1066,  1086,  1093. 

(e)  Above,  pp.  105i»,  1060,  1073. 

(/)  Above,  pp.  1086—1088. 

Iff)  The  Land  Transfer  Act, 
181^7,  s.  9  (2),  applied  to  regis- 
tered charges  the  power  of  sale 
and  other  powers  given  by  the 
Conveyancing  Act  of  1881  (stat. 
44  &  45  Vict.  c.  41,  ss.  19—24, 
except  sect.  21  (1,  4)),  to  mort- 
gagees by  deed  ;  so  that,  as  the 


instrument  of  charge  is  a  deed, 
the  chargee  will  have  all  these 
powers  in  the  absence  of  stipula- 
tion to  the  contrary.  See  stats. 
38  &  39  Vict.  c.  87,  ss.  22  sq.,  27  ; 
60  &  61  Vict.  c.  65,  s.  9;  Land 
Transfer Rulcs(I903),  159;  above, 
pp.  1094,  1123,  n.  {x). 

(h)  Above,  pp.  338  sq. 

(i)  Above,  p.  1095,  n.  (s). 
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the  purchaser ;  the  vendor  having  a  statutory  authority, 
as  registered  proprietor  of  a  registered  charge,  to  transfer 
the  land  sold  under  his  power  of  sale  in  the  same  manner 
as  if  he  were  the  registered  proprietor  of  the  land  {k). 
The  purchase  money  may  bo  paid  on  talcing  the  pre- 
cautions explained  above  (/)  ;  and  production  is  required 
of  the  certificate  of  charge  alone,  and  not  of  the  land 
certificate  (in).  It  is  thought  that  the  vendor  could  be 
required  to  give  the  usual  mortgagee's  covenant  against 
incumbrances  {//)  ;  although,  where  an  absolute  title 
had  been  registered,  the  purchaser  under  an  open  con- 
tract would  not  be  entitled  to  any  covenants  for  title  (o). 
This  being  so,  it  would  appear  more  convenient  to  take 
the  covenant  against  incumbrances  by  a  separate  deed, 
which  the  purchaser  could  retain  in  his  own  posses- 
sion ( p)  ;  and  in  this  deed  an  assurance  to  the  purchaser 
of  all  the  vendor's  estate  and  interest  (q)  in  the  land 
sold  may  also  be  inserted. 

Particular  difficulties  arise  where  a  sale  of  registered  Sale  and 
land  is  to  be  followed  by  an  immediate  mortgage  there-  registered 
of,    the   mortgagee    advancing   part   of   the   purchase  land, 
money  (>■)  :  but  to  explain  these  it  is  necessary  to  say  a 
few  words  about  the  form  of  a  mortgage  of  registered 
land. 

The  statutory  charges  onregisteredland,  which  were  in-  Remediea 
troduced  by  the  Land  Transfer  Acts  (-s),  appear  to  confer  ^"^J^red^^ 
on  the  chargee  fairly  adequate  remedies  for  the  recovery  charges  on 
of  the  mortgage  debt  and  interest  by  suing  the  mort-  i^nd. 


(k)  Stat.  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  87,  {p)  See  above,  p.  1095. 

s.  27  ;  see  above,  p.  1123,  n.  {x).  L)  gge  above,  p.  1092. 

s.  8  (4) ;  above,  p.  1065,  n.  (o).  («)  Stats.  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  87, 

(«)  Above,  pp.  578,  1123.  ss.  22—28;  60  &  61  Vict.  c.  65, 

(o)  Above,  p.  1062.  8.  9. 
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gn^-or  porfion.'illy  (/),  hy  oxor<;iso  of  tlio  y)Ownr  of  sale  (u) 
and  by  forocloHuro  {.r)  :  but  ihc-y  aro  doflciont  in  rospoct 
of  tlio  mortgagoo'8  remedy  }>y  cnlry  into  possession. 
Wliero  tlie  registered projnietor  of  the  land,  who  ere-ated 
tlie  registered  elinrge,  had  liiinself  tlio  l(;gal  estate,  tlie 
registered  proprietor'  of  ilie  registered  eharge  appears  to 
have  a  Icyal  inicred  in  the  land  charged  in  tlio  nature  of 
a  lien  thereon  for  the  ymneipal  money  and  interest 
cbarg(!d  (y)  and  a  lc(jal  riglit  of  entry  into  possession  or 
receipt  of  the  rents  and  ]>rofits  of  the  land  charged  (z)  : 
but  ]k!  obtnius  no  cKtale  in  the  land,  and  tlio  Land 
TranKf(!r  Aeis  do  not  expressly  give  to  a  registered 
charge  the  same  or  ilie  like  effect  as  they  give  to  a 
r(^gister(;d  transf(;r  of  ihe  land  {a).  The  resnlt  is  that, 
allliough  1he  ehiirgee's  rigliis  of  lien  arid  entry  appear 
to  li(^  (^loa,rly  juiriunouiit  1o  .-ill  subsequent  registered  or 
nnrcgisten^d  dis]:)ositif)iiH  of  the  legal  estate  in  the 
land  (/'),  it  is   not  absolut((ly  certain  whf;iher  they  take 


{()  Stilt,.  38  &  .'59  Vict.  c.  87, 
H.  2:5.  Ah  iiii  ()trK!f)  fopy  of  tlio 
inHtriiinojit  of  (•,liiii-f,'()  in  now  0011- 
tuiiiod  in  tliodortiticiito  of  charf^'c, 
ftjid  wlidn  HO  ooiiiiii  110(1  in  niiulo 
priiiiA  facie  ovidoiico  of  tli(;  iiintru- 
inorit  (above,  p.  10i)r»,  ii.  (.v)  ),  tlio 
cli(irff(!0  lniHiii  his  own  ])OHHCHHion 
Huflifiioiit  ovidoiioo  for  otiforoiiif? 
tho  oovoriuiifc  to  p:iy  iiripliod  in 
the  (jharg'o. 

(«)  Abovo,  p.  U2\  &  Ti.  (//). 

{x)  Stut.  .".8  &  ;5!)  Vi(;t.  o.  87, 
fi.  '20,  oiiiililiri^''  tho  ohurtfoo  to  ori- 
forcf!  a  forccloHuro  or  Halo  of  tho 
land  eli;ir;,''(;d  in  thi!  narno  irianTior 
in  which  ho  iriif^'ht  onforco  tho 
Hamc  if  tho  land  liad  boon  ti-aiiH- 
forrod  to  him  by  way  of  inort- 
^'ji^'J.  I5y  tlio  TjMiid  TniiiHfor 
ItulcH  (l!)0;i),  U;i,  tho  chai-K'oo, 
on  obtaining  an  ordor  for  foro- 
cloHiiro  abHoluto,  ih  (intitlod  to  bo 
roKiHtcrod  aw  proy)rictor  of  tho 
land,  mibj(!Ct  to  prior  cliarf,''V!H,  if 
any.  And  it  ajipoarn  that  ho  will 
thiiH  obtiiiii  tho  liko  CHtjito  aH  if 
the  land  h;id  l)i;on  tranHferrod  to 
Lim  for  value  by  tho  pornon  rc- 


f^'-iHtored  as  pT-oi)rifH,or  thereof  !it 
the  time  of  regintration  of  tho 
eliiirge. 

(y)  Stat.  38  &  'V.)  Vict.  c.  87, 
8,  '22.  It  is  immaterial  that  no 
Hiieh  iiiteroHt  wiin  ]>roviouHly 
known  to  tho  I'^n^^diHli  law  of 
liuid ;  the  authority  of  I'arlia- 
incTit  iH  Huprome  ;  iind  :i,ll  Courts, 
of  law  iiH  w(dl  aH  of  equity,  aro 
bound  to  give  otieet  to  tho  eharge ; 
Hce  Lord  Advomtv  v.  Moray,  1905, 
A.  C.  r,;jl,  fjlii). 

(z)  Stat.  38  &  31)  Viet.  c.  87, 
H.  25. 

(rt)  Above,  i)p.  1058,  n.  (c), 
HKil,  nil.  (p,  q,  r),  1073. 

(//)  Tho  opinion  liaH  boon  cx- 
preHH(;il  tliiit  a  regiHterod  eharge 
"  do(!H  not  eonv(^y  iiny  legiil  entate 
HO  !i,H  to  enable  the  itiortgageo  to 
maintain  an  action  for  the  re- 
covery of  tho  land";  Wolst^n- 
liolnie'H  ForniH  iuid  PrceedentH, 
21i),  TI.  {(t),i\ih  (id.,  citing  yllim 
V.  //W/.s,  08  L.  T.  1  ■!;'..  Tliat(;aH0 
however  merely  docidoH  that, 
on    ojcotmont    by  one   olaiming 
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priority  over  previous  vmregistered  dispositions  of  the 
legal  estate,  or  if  tlioy  do,  wliotlier  tlie  riglit  of  entry 
can  be  asserted  without  making  the  person  entitled  to 
the  legal  estate  a  party  to  the  action  (c).  The  question 
is  this  : — Since  the  Acts  do  not  expressly  attribute  any 
extinguishing  effect  to  a  registered  charge,  can  the 
registered  proprietor  of  registered  land,  after  he  has 
parted  with  the  legal  estate  therein  by  unregistered 
disposition  (d),  confer  by  a  registered  cliarge  a  kfjril 
lien  and  a  legal  right  of  entry,  taking  priority  over  the 
outstanding  legal  estate  in  the  land  ?  It  is  thought 
that  the  provision  of  the  Land  Transfer  Act,  1875  {f), 
which  permits  of  the  disposition  of  registered  land  by 
unregistered  assurance,  suhjed  to  the  maintenance  of  the 
estate  and  right  of  the  registered  proprietor,  points  to  the 
preservation  to  the  registered  proprietor  of  his  statutory 
power  to  create  registered  charges,  notwithstanding  that 
he  has  parted  with  the  legal  estate  in  the  land ;  and 
that,  on  an  exercise  in  such  circumstances  of  the  statu- 
tory power  of  charging,  the  chargeo  would  still  obtain 
a  legal  lien  and  a  legal  right  of  entry  taking  precedence 
of  the  outstanding  unregistered  legal  estate  in  the 
land.      This  appears  to  be  the  opinion  of  Lord  Jus- 

under  an  fi7!ri^«/.i^c  title,  the  person  against  all  persons  whomsoever 

entitled  to  the  legal  estate  must  for  the  time  being  in  occupation 

be  a  party  to  the  action.     But,  of  the  land;  see  Wms.  Real  Prop, 

as  above  maintained  (n.  (y) ),  the  17   &   n.   («),  G4,    19th   ed.,    and 

chargee  has  a  legal  right  of  entry ;  authorities  there  cited, 
so  this  case  has  no  application.  (c)  See  previous  note.     If  the 

And  -with    great   respect   to    the  chargee  were   to   sue   the   mort- 

opinion   of    the    learned    author  gagor  to   get  possession   of  the 

cited,  it  is  not  necessary  to  have  land  charged,  it  is  thought  that 

the  legal  estate  in  land  in  order  the    latter   would    be    precluded 

to  maintain  successfully  an  action  from    asserting    that    the    legal 

to    recover     possession     thereof.  estate   was  outstanding  in    some 

We  have  seen  that  by  the  common  third    person  ;    iJuc    d.    Ogle    v. 

law  a  man  wrongfully  disseised  Vickcrs,  4   A.  &  E.  782  ;  Doe  d. 

of  land  was  divested  of  all  estate  Hurst   v.    Clifton,    ib.    809,  813; 

therein,    and   left   with    a    mere  Doe  d.    Levy  v.    Home,    3  Q.  B. 

right  of  entry  or  even  of  action  ;  757,  760,  766. 
above,   p.    773.      But    he   could  [d)  Above,  p.  1072. 

nevertheless    well    maintain    an  [e)  Stat.   38  &  39  Vict.  c.  87, 

action     to     recover     possession  s.  49;  above,  p.  1072  &  n.  (g). 
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tice  Cozens-Hardy  (/).  And  this  opinion  may  be 
furtlier  supported  by  the  contention  that  the  owner 
of  the  unregistered  legal  estate,  having  allowed  the 
registered  proprietor  to  remain  on  the  register  as 
ostensible  owner  of  the  land,  with  all  the  registered 
proprietor's  powers  of  disposition,  is  estopped  from 
asserting  his  own  rights  in  derogation  of  any  interest  or 
right  created  by  any  exercise  of  those  powers  (//) .  There 
is  however  a  more  serious  objection  to  the  position  of  a 
registered  chargee  of  registered  land.  Where  the 
mortgaged  land  is  let  at  the  time  of  registration  of  the 
charge,  the  chargee,  not  acquiring  any  estate  in  the 
land  (//),  does  not  become  an  assignee  of  the  mortgagor's 
legal  estate  in  reversion  on  the  leases.  It  follows  that, 
although  the  chargee  may  enter  into  receipt  of  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  mortgaged  land  (i),  it  is  at  least 
extremely  doubtful  whether  he  can  sue  the  tenants  on 
the  lessees'  covenants  in  the  leases,  or  enforce  any  pro- 
viso for  re-entry  therein  contained  (/.•).  Besides  this, 
when  a  registered  chargee  enforces  his  right  of  entry  (i), 

(/)   Capital  and  Counties  Bank,  decided,  however,  that  that  enact- 

Ld.y.  Modes,  1903,   1   Ch.  631,  ment  confers  the  right  to  enforce 

g55_  the  covenants  and  conditions  in  a 

(a)  Above,  p.  1081,  n.  (r).  lease  on  a  person,  who  takes  no 

(h)  Above,  p.  1126.  part  of  the  estate  in  reversion; 

(i)  Above,' p.  1126.  and  the  terms  of  the  whole  section 

(k)  It    is'  thought     that    the  seem   to   be   opposed  to   such   a 

chargee,  having  a  mere  lien  on  construction.   With  respect  to  the 

the  reversion,  could  not  be  held  chargee's    right,    on   entry   into 

to  be  an  assignee  of  part  of  the  possession,  to  enforce  the  lessee's 

reversion  and  so  entitled  to  en-  covenants  and  the  conditions  in  a 

force  the  covenants  and  right  of  lease  granted  by  the  mortgagor, 

re-entry;    see   Co.    Litt.    215  a;  after  the  charge,  under  sect.  18 

Wriffht   V.    Burroughes,   3    C.   B.  of  the  Conveyancing  Act  of  1881 

685.     But  he  might  possibly  be  (stat.   44   &  45  Vict,  c.  41),  the 

considered  to  be  ""  a  person  en-  opinion  has  been  expressed  that 

titled,  subject  to  the  term,  to  the  he   can   do  so  ;    2  Key  &  Elph. 

income  of  the  land  leased,"  and  Free.  Conv.  919,  8th  ed.,  citing 

to  be  enabled,  as  such,  to  enforce  Ilunicipal,   S;c.   Building  Socy.  v. 

the    lessee's  covenants    and    the  Smith,   22    Q.  B.   D.    70.      That 

conditions  of  re-entry  by  ^drtue  case  certainly  decided  that,  when 

of  sect.  10  of  the  Conveyancing  a  lease  is  so  granted  by  the  mort- 

Act  of   1881    (stat.  44  &  45  Vict.  gagor  after  an  ordinary  mortgage 

c.    41),    as  regards  leases  made  in  fee  of  unregistered  land,  the 

after  that  year.     It  has  not  been  mortgagee  entering  into  posses- 
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he  is  not  in  the  position  of  a  mortgagee  in  fee  of  un- 
registered land,  who  simply  takes  possession  of  his  own 
fee  simple,  subject  only  to  the  mortgagor's  equity  of 
redemption,  which  will  he  altogether  extinguished  when 
the  mortgagor  has  held  possession  for  twelve  years 
without  acknowledgment  of  the  mortgagor's  title  or 
right  to  redemption  (/),  Tlie  registered  ehargee,  wlio 
has  entered  into  possession,  has  still  no  definite  estate  in 
the  laud  ;  though  he  seems  to  have  an  interest  analogous 
to  that  of  a  tenant  by  elegit.  He  has  no  right,  on  entry 
into  possession,  to  be  registered  as  proprietor  of  the 
land ;  the  mortgagor  therefore  remains  the  registered 
proprietor  and  can  still  exercise  all  the  registered  pro- 
prietor's powers  of  transfer  or  charge.  And  when  the 
ehargee  has  been  in  possession  for  twelve  years  without 
acknowledgment  of  the  mortgagor's  title,  he  does  not 
obtain  ipso  facto  the  full  ownership  of  the  land  :  but  he 
must  first  apply  to  the  Court  for  an  order  for  rectifi- 
cation of  the  register  by  entry  of  his  name  as  proprietor 
of  the  land.  And  it  does  not  appear  that  he  can  claim 
such  an  order  as  his  undoubted  right ;  the  granting 
thereof  appears  to  be  in  the  judicial  discretion  of  the 
Court,  which  is  to  be  exercised  "  subject  to  any  estates 
or  rights  acquired  by  registration  for  valuable  consider- 
ation in  pursuance  of  the  Land  Transfer  Acts  "  {m).  It 
seems,  therefore,  that  persons  claiming  under  registered 
transfers  for  value  or  charges  made  by  the  mortgagor 

sion  can  enforce  the  lessee's  cove-  in  the  land  and  no  part  of  the 

nants  and  the  conditions  in  the  reversionary   estate  expectant  on 

lease.      But   the   ground   of  the  such  a  lease,    could   successfully 

decision  was  that,  in  such  cii'cum-  maintain  an  action  to  enforce  the 

stances,  the  lease  took  effect  under  lessee's  covenants  or  the  condi- 

the  statutory  power  out  of   the  tions  therein  fontained. 
mortgagee's  legal  estate   in  the  (I)  Stats.  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  27, 

land,    and    the    mortgag-ee    had  ss.  28,  34 ;  37   &  38  Vict.  c.  57, 

therefore     the     legal     reversion.  ss.  7,  9  ;  Kinsman  v.  House,  17  Ch. 

With  great  respect  to  the  editors  D.  104  ;   Forster  v.  Taflersoii,  ib. 

of  the  treatise  above  cited,  it  is  132. 

submitted  that  it  is  far  from  clenr  (in)  See   stats.    38    &    39  Vict, 

that  a  registered  ehargee  of  regis-  c.  87,  s.  95;  60  &  61  Vict.  c.  65, 

tered  land,  having  no  estate  at  all  s.  12. 

w.— ir.  30 
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subsequently  to  the  chargee's  entry  into  possession 
might  be  allowed  to  have  a  further  right  of  redemption, 
notwithstanding  that  the  chargee  had  held  possession 
for  twelve  3'ears.  And  in  any  case  the  chargee  would 
be  saddled  with  the  burden  of  proof  that  he  is  entitled 
to  have  the  register  rectified  as  he  desires  ;  and  he  would 
have  to  pay  the  costs  of  his  application  out  of  liis  own 
pocket.  For  these  reasons  it  appears  that  an  intending 
mortgagee  of  registered  land  cannot  be  advised  to  rest 
satisfied  with  a  registered  charge  alone  (n) .  He  must 
in  some  way  obtain  such  a  security  as  will  vest  in  him 
the  mortgagor's  estate  ;  or  he  may  be  powerless  against 
tenants  under  leases  prior  to  the  charge  in  case  he  be 
obliged  to  outer  into  possession,  and  he  will  be  at  a 
great  disadvantage  in  the  matter  of  acquiring  an  abso- 
lute title  by  twelve  years'  possession. 

Mortgage  of         There  are  two  ways  of  making  such  a  mortgage  ;  and 
kndby^  ^acli  of   tliom  is  much   more    disadvantageous  to  the 

transfer.  mortgagor  tliau  an  ordinary  mortgage  of  unregistered 

land.  The  first,  which  is  that  most  favourable  to  the 
mortgagee,  is  for  the  mortgagee  to  take  a  registered 
transfer  of  the  land  offered  as  security,  and  to  be 
entered  in  the  register  as  proprietor  of  the  land,  the 
mortgagor's  right  of  redemption  being  secured  to  him 
by  an  unregistered   deed  (0).     The  mortgagor  must,  of 

(n)  An  exception  may  be  made  see   stat.    56   &   57   Vict.    c.  53, 

■where   the  proposed   loan   is   so  s.  8  (1);  Uli/ih  v.  Flaclgate,  1891, 

much  below  the  value  of  the  land  1  Ch.  337,  353,  354  ;  Mc  Turner, 

that  it  is  practically  impossible  1.S97,  1  Ch.  536. 
that  the  amount  secured  would  ^  .  g^^  Davidson's  Concise  Pro- 

not_  be  realised  by  a  forced  sale.  ^^^^^      294    &  n.,    18th   ed. ;  2 

It  IS  thought  that  trustees  pro-  j^       ^  ^.^^  p^.^^^    Conv.   917, 

posing  to  invest  trust  money  on  ggO,   8th   ed.  ;    Encyclopaedia  of 

mortgage  of  registered  land  could  -^^  ^,j.j_    .^^S    &    n'       It    is 

not  be  advised   to  rest   satisfied  thought  that,  in  fairness  to  the 

with  a  registered  charge  alone,  j^^^^agor,  the  unregistered  deed 

where  they  intend  to  advance  the  ^^^^^^  ^^  executed  in  duplicate ; 

full  amount  of  that  proportion  of  ^^  ^^^^  j^^  ^^^^^^  ^^^^  ^^-^l 

tlie    value    which     ti'ustecs    are  ^^^^^^   j^    j^j^    possession    of    his 

generally  authorized  to  lend  on  Hght  of  redemption, 
mortgage  oi   unregistered    land ;  ^  ^ 
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course,  put  a  caution  on  the  register,  so  as  to  be  informed 
of  any  registered  dealing  with  tlie  land  :  but  the  mort- 
gagee cannot  safely  allow  him  to  enter  a  restriction  on 
registered   dealings  therewith  without  his  consent,  as 
tliis  would  hamper  the  exercise  of  the  mortgagee's  power 
of  sale.     The  result  is  that  the  mortgagor  cannot,  with- 
out redeeming,  effectively  control  the  exercise  by  the 
mortgagee  of  the  statutory  powers  of  disposition  given 
to  the  registered  proprietor  of  land ;  and  the  mortgagee 
may  execute  registered  charges  as  well  as  transfers  to 
the  prejudice  of  the  equity  of  redemption.    The  second  Mortgajje  Ly 
manner  of  mortgaging  registered  land  is  for  the  mort-  char<^r^ 
gagee   to   take   a   registered   charge   coupled  with   an  coupled  with 
unregistered  mortgage  of  the  mortgagor's  estate  in  the  tered  mort- 

land  charo'ed  ( p)  :  but  in  this  case  it  is  necessary,  in  §'^8'®  ^^  *^® 
o       \-t  /  J 1         estate. 

order  to  prevent  the  legal  estate  so  assured  to  the  mort- 
gagee from  being  impaired  {q)  or  extinguished  (r)  by  a 
subsequent  registered  charge  on  or  transfer  of  the  land, 
that  a  restriction  shall  be  entered  in  the  register  pre- 
venting   any    registered    dealings  («)    witli    the    land 

{p)  See  2  Key  &  Elph.  Prec.  (;)  Above,  p.  1074. 

Conv.  920,  923,  Sth  ed. ;  Encyclo-  (,,)  jf^  ^s  suggested  below,  the 

ppediii  of  Forms,  viu.  523,  n..  526.  mort^asree  insist  on  obtaining  a. 

The  mortgagee  cannot  safely  dis-  covenant  for  a  transfer  to  himself 

pense  with  a  registered  charge ;  jq  case  of  his  entry  into  posses- 

as   he  must  be   enabled,  m   the  sion,    coupled  with   a  power   of 

event  of  his  exercising  his  power  attorney  to  effect  such  transfer, 

of    sale,    to   execute    a  transfer,  it  is  necessary  that  he  should  also 

capable   oi    registration,    to   the  insist  on  a  restriction  against  any 

purchaser;  see  Stat.  60  &  61  Vict.  registered    dealing    without    his 

c.  65,  s.  16  (2);  above,  pp.  1061,  consent;    as  he    must   obtain   a 

1119.     A  mortgagee  intending  to  f  rgsh  covenant  to  make  or  concur 

take  a  security  of  this  kind  must  i^  the  transfer  to  himself  and  a 

be  careful  to  obtain  an  abstract  f^sh    power    of    attorney   from 

of  all  unregistered  dispositions  of  every  person  whom  he  may  ppr- 

the  land,  and  to  make  the  same  mit  to  be  registered  as  proprietor 

searches  as  if  the  land  were  not  either  of  the  land  or  of  a  subse-   Searches, 

registered ;   see  above,  pp.  432—  q^ent  charge   thereon.      If    the 

434,  511  sq.,  1073,  1109.     In  the  mortgagee  be  content  to  do  with- 

case  of  a  mortgage  of  registered  out  such  covenant,  he  need  only 

leasehold  land,  tho  unregistered  procure  a  restriction  a^^-ainst  rc- 

mortgage  will  be  by  underlease.  gistering,    without    his   consent, 

{q)  Above,  p.  1127.  any  transfer   of   the   land  made 

30  (2) 
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charged  without  the  consent  of  the  mortgagee.  And 
as  a  further  precaution  against  such  dealings,  the  mort- 
gagee should  stipulate  for  possession  of  the  land  cer- 
tificate (;').  It  is  also  suggested,  in  the  mortgagee's 
interest  (k),  that  a  mortgage  of  this  kind  should  contain 
a  covenant  by  the  mortgagor  to  transfer  the  mortgaged 
land  to  the  mortgagee  (subject  to  redemption)  in  case 
the  mortgagee  shall  enter  into  possession  ;  also  a  power 
of  attorney  from  the  mortgagor  to  the  mortgagee 
enabling  him  to  execute  such  transfer  to  himself  in 
the  mortgagor's  name.  These  precautions  will  suffi- 
ciently secure  all  tlie  mortgagee's  remedies,  so  long  as 
no  transfer  of  the  land  from  the  mortgagor  to  a  third 
person  is  registered  :  but  if  the  mortgagor  should  desire 
to  make  such  a  transfer,  the  whole  process  must  be  gone 
through  again ;  so  that,  after  the  transfer  has  been 
registered  with  the  mortgagee's  consent  (x),  and  the 
mortgagee's  legal  estate  extinguished  thereby  (//),  he 
may  take  back  a  new  legal  estate  from  the  transferee, 
and  obtain  a  new  covenant  for  transfer  to  himself  in 
case  of  liis  entry  into  possession  and  a  new  power  of 
attorney  from  the  transferee  to  effect  such  transfer. 
And  of  course  the  restriction  on  all  registered  dealings 
without  the  mortgagee's  consent  must  be  carefully 
maintained.     Registered  charges  subsequent  to  tlie  first 


either  by  the  registered  proprietor  maintain  their  efficacy,  phice  very 

of  the  land  or  by  the  registered  serious  obstacles  in  the  way  of  the 

proprietor  of  a  subsequent  regis-  mortgagor's  obtainmg  a  loan  on 

tered  charge  in   exercise   of   his  the  security  of  a  subsequent  mort- 

power  of  sale.  gage  of  the  land.     If,  however, 

,,,   o        ,                   ,nnr,         I  \  such     covenant     and     power    of 

g  See  above,  pp.  1062,  n.  («),  attorney  be  inserted  in  the  mort- 

lUb&,  n.  (6).  g.,^g.g  ^gg^^  ^jjgy  j^^y  jj^  ^gi2  Ijg 

(«)  It  is  eminently  desirable  for  made  to  extend   to   the   case  of 

the  mortgagee,  if  obliged  to  take  foreclosure;     above,    p.    1126    & 

possession,  to  be  enabled  to  pro-  n.  (x). 

cure  himself  to  be  registered  as  ^^.^  ^^^  restriction  prevents  the 

proprietor  of    the  land;    above,  ^^.^^j^^.    ^^.^^    being"^  registered 

p.  1129.     But  the  covenant  and  -11,4-4-1,^.       ^    1    "           x 

^             .    ,^           ,                   .1  without  the  mortgagee  s  consent, 

power  of  attorney  here  suggested,  °  " 

with  the  restrictions  necessary  to  (y)  Above,  p.  1074. 
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do  not  appear  to  do])rive  the  first  mortgagee  of  tlie  legal 

estate  assured  to  liini  by  unregistered  disposition  (z)  : 

but  if  the  suggestion  made  above  be  adopted,  he  should 

not  allow  them  to  be  registered  without  procuring  the 

chargee  to  enter  into  the  covenant  and  give  the  power 

of  attorney  above  mentioned  {a)  ;  and  he  must  further 

stipulate  for  the  entry  of  a  restriction  on  any  transfer 

of  the  charge  without  his  consent,  in  order  that  he  may 

be  enabled  to  procure  the  like  covenant  and  power  of 

attorney  from  any  registered  transferee  of  the  cliarge. 

And  he  must  be  careful  to  maintain  a  restriction  on 

any  dealing  with  the  land,  or  any  subsequent  charge 

thereon,  being  registered  without  his  consent.     These 

transactions,  of   course,  entail  increased  expense,  which 

falls  on  the  mortgagor. 

The  above  remarks  apply  to  mortgages  of  land  regis-  ]\roito-a>'-es  of 
tered  with  an  absolute  title.     Where  the  land  proposed  '^""^  regis- 
to  be  mortgaged  is  registered  with  a  qualified  or  posses-  qualified  or^ 
sory  title,  the  estates  or  interests  paramount  to  the  title  possessory 
registered  {b)  must  be  got  in  and  mortgaged  by  a  common 
assurance  outside  the  register  (c)  :  and  in  addition,  that 
part  of  the  estate  in  the  land,  which  is  the  subject  of  the 
registered  title,  must  be  mortgaged  in  the  same  manner 
as  if  the  title  registered  were  absolute. 


Mortgages  of  registered  land  being  generally  carried  out  Sale  followed 
in  one  of  the  two  modes  of  assurance  above  described  (d)    ^^  ^  ™?^''^' 

V   />  g&ge  01 

the  problem  is  how  to  combine  such  a  mortgage  with  a  I'egisteied 
conveyance  on  sale  when  it  is  intended  to  pay  part  of 
the  price  with  the  mortgage  money.     There  is  no  difii- 
culty  if  the  mortgage  is  to  be  secured  by  a  registered 
transfer  of  the  land  charged  to  the  mortgagee.     The 

(z)  Above,  p.  112G.  1073. 

(rt)  See  above,  pp.   1131,   1132  (c)  See  above,  pp.  1064,  106('>. 

&  notes  (s,  «).  108G,  1093—1095. 

{b)  Above,  pp.  lOCl,  mi.  {q,  >■),  (</)  Above,  p.  1130. 
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transfer  is  taken  direct  from  the  vendor  to  the  mortgagee 
at  the  purchaser's  request;   and  if  the  title  has  heen 
cleared,  all  outstanding  estates  or  interests  duly  got  in 
and  a  priority  notice  (e)  obtained,  the  mortgage  money 
can  safely  be  paid  on  receipt  of  the  instrument  of  transfer 
and  the  mortgage  deed,  duly  executed  by  all  necessary 
parties,  and  of   the   land  certificate  with  the  priority 
notice  endorsed  (,/) .     But  if  the  mortgage  is  to  be  taken 
by  registered  charge,  coupled  with  an  unregistered  mort- 
gage of  the  purchaser's  estate  in  the  land,  the  transaction 
is   complicated.      As   regards  the   proposed  registered 
charge,   the   Land   Transfer   Act,    1897(^7),  enables  a 
person,  on  whom  the  right  to  be  registered  as  proprietor 
of  land  has  been  conferred  by  an  instrument  of  transfer 
in  accordance  with  the  Acts,  to  charge  the  land  before 
he  is  himself  registered  as  proprietor ;  and  a  charge  so 
made  shall  have  the  same  effect  as  if  the  person  making 
it  were  registered  as  proprietor.      The  pm'chaser  can 
tlierefore  execute  an  effectual  instrument  of  chai-ge  after 
the  transfer  to  himself  has  been  executed  and  before  it  is 
registered ;    and  the  two  instruments  (of  transfer  and 
charge)  can  be  handed  in  together  for  registration.  The 
difficulty  of  the  transaction  is  how  to  secure  that  the 
mortgagee  shall  obtain  the  unregistered  legal  estate  ;  as 
if  that  be  conveyed  to  him  before  the  registration  of  the 
transfer  to  the  purchaser  it  will  be  extinguished  by  the 
effect  of  such  transfer  (//).     It  is  therefore  necessary  that 
the  purchaser,  having  taken  a  grant  of   the  vendor's 
legal  estate  either  in  the  instrument  of  transfer  or  by  a 
separate    assurance  (/),    shall   execute    an   unregistered 
mortgage  of  the  land  to  the  mortgagee,  containing  all 
provisions  proper  on  a  mortgage  of  registered  land  in 
the   second   manner   above    described  (/.•),    and   also   a 

[e)  Atove,  p.  1075.  (A)  Above,  pp.  1073,  1074. 

''A^  £^^%^^l  IV^-Tl' c^  (')  Above,    pp.    1077   &  n.  {c), 

(ff)  Stat.   60   &  61  Vict.  c.  G5,       ^q^^^    ^^g-   '    '■'■  ^  ^' 

8.   9  (6);  Land  Transfer    Eules  ,,'   ,     '" 

(1903),  104,  1C.5.  i''')  Above,  p.  1131. 
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coveuant  by  the  purcliaser  that  after  he  has  been  regis- 
tered as  proprietor  of  th(>  hiud,  ho  will  grant  it  to 
the  mortgagor,  subject  to  redemption.  The  mortgage 
money  is  advanced  on  receiving  this  deed  and  the  instru- 
ment of  charge,  together  with  the  application  for  the 
necessary  restriction  (/),  all  duly  executed  by  the  pia-- 
chaser  {ni)  :    but  after  the  registration  {ii)   of   the  pur- 

(l)  Above,  p.  Uol.  the    mortgagee   in    case   of    the 

mortgagee's  entry  into  posses- 
(>«)  Itis  thought  that  this  may  be  sion,  and  the  necessary  restriction 
safely  done,  especially  if  (as  above  be  entered  in  the  register  to  pre- 
suggested,  p.  1 13 1 )  the  mortgage  vent  the  purchaser  from  register- 
deed  contain  a  covenant  by  the  ingany  transfer  or  charge  without 
purchaser  to  transfer  the  land  to       the  mortgagee's  consent. 

Id)  It  is  thouo-ht  that  this  deed  may  be  executed  at  any  time  after, 
but  not  before,  the  transfer  to  the  purchaser  has  been  delivered  for 
registration  at  the  Office  of  Land  Registry  and  the  necessary  entries 
consequent  thereon  have  been  settled  ;   see  above,  pp.  107-3   10,8       It  is  Execution  ot 
thought  that  the  mortgagee  cannot  safely  accept  an  undated  deed  of  tne  acea  oi 
conveyance  executed  by  the  mortgagor,  before  his  registration,  as  an  coniirmation 
escrow,  and  given  to  the  mortgagee's  solicitor  to  be  delivered  and  as  an  ebcro\\ . 
dated  after  the  registration.     In  the  first  place,  the  mortgagor  has 
not,  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  deed  as  an  escrow,  the  power 
and  ability  to  make  the  necessary  conveyance ;  for  he  has  not  then 
the  legal  estate,  which  he  desires  to  assure— viz.,  that  which  will  be 
vested  in  him  on  execution  of   the  statutory  jwwer ;    see  Bnfler  t^- 
Balccr's  case,  3  Rep.  3.i  b ;  Shepp.  Touch.  59  ;  above,  p.  1074  &  n.  (r). 
And  it  is  well  established  that  at  law  a  man  cannot  make  a  vahd 
conveyance  of  any  propertv,  which  he  has  not,  but  merely  expects  to 
have;    see  Wms.  Real  Prop.  GS,  n.  [l),  19th  ed.  ;  Wras.  Pers.  Prop. 
91    loth  ed.,  and  authorities  there  cited  ;  Re  Ellenborough,  1903,  1  Oh. 
G97.     It  is  thought  that  this  rule  (and,  we  may  add,  the  rule  pro- 
hibiting the  grant  of  a  freehold  estate  to  commence  at  a  future  time  ; 
Scuill  Bros.  Ld.  v.  Bdhell,  190:2,  2  Ch.  .J23,  540)  cannot  be  evaded  by 
such  a  simple  contrivance  as  to  execute  a  deed  as  an  escrow,  to  be 
finally  delivered  when  the  expected  estate  shall  have  vested  in  the 
grantor  or  when    the    grant   is   desii-ed    to   commence.      Secondly, 
it  is  thought  that  after  final  delivery  the  deed  would  relate  back 
to  the  time  of  its  execution  as  an  escrow  ;  Shepp.  Touch.  59 ;  Edmunds 
V.  Edmunds,  190-1,  P.  362,  374.    And  it  is  well  settled  that  a  deed  takes  ■L>at_e  ot  a 
effect  from  the  timeof  its  delivery,  and  not  from  its  date,  and  that  aparty  deed, 
to  the  deed  is  not  estopped  by  the  date  written  therein  from  showing 
that  it  was  delivered  at  some  other  time  ;  Plowd.  491  ;   Goddurd's  case, 
2  Rep  4  •   Clayton's  case,  5  Rep.  1  ;   Osheij  v.  Hides,  Cro.  Jac.  263  ;  Co. 
Litt.  46  b ;  Shepp.  Touch.   72  ;  Stone  v.  Bale,   3   Lev.   348  ;  Doe  d. 
Whntlcy  V.  TcUlna,  2  East,  257  ;  Hall  v.  Cazcnove,  4  East,  477  ;  Steele 
V.  3Iart,  4  B.  &  C.  272  ;  Browne  v.  Burton,  17  L.  J.  Q.  B.  49 ;  Jayne 
y.  Hughes,  10  Ex.  430.     Thirdly,  it  is  thought  that,  although  the 
insertion  of  the  date  of  a  deed  after  its  execution  is  in  general  an 
immaterial  alteration  not  sufficient  to   avoid  the  deed  {Crcdiion  v. 
Exeter,  1905,  2  Ch.  455),  in  the  case  under  consideration  the  date  is 
material,  and  to  insert  it  after  execution  as  an  escrow  might  have  the 
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cliaser  as  proprietor  of  the  laud,  lie  must  execute  a 
furtlier  deed  conveying  the  legal  estate  to  the  mortgagee 
in  pursuance  of  his  covenant  (o). 

Sale  and  Somewhat  similar  difficulties  arise  in  the  case  of  a«ale 

uureSst?red  of  Unregistered  land  situate  in  a  compulsory  registration 
laud  situite  district,  when  a  mortgage  is  to  he  made  to  secure  part 
regrtratioT^  of  the  purchase  money ;  as  the  legal  estate  does  not  pass 
district.  under  a  conveyance  completing  such  a  sale  imless  or 

imtil  the  pm-chaser  is  registered  as  proprietor  of  the 
land  (7;).  Various  devices  have  been  suggested  to  meet 
these  difficulties  (7)  :  hut  it  is  thought  that  the  plan 
most  favourahle  for  the  mortgagee  is  to  take  a  convey- 
ance of  the  land  sold  direct  from  the  vendor,  with  the 
concurrence  of  any  other  necessary  parties,  by  way  of 
mortgage  to  secure  the  proposed  loan,  the  mortgage 
money  being  paid  to  the  vendor  and  the  right  of  redemp- 
tion reserved  to  the  rendor  {r),  his  heirs  and  assigns,  but 

effect  of  uvoidiug  the  deed;  see  Davidson  v.  Cooper,  13  M.  &  W.  343, 
352  •  i;^'<Jfell  V.  Ucui/:  of  E»<jhmd,  9  Q.  B.  D.  o.')5,  559,  571  ;  EUesmere 
Brewen/  Co.  v.  Cooper,  1896,  1  Q.  B.  75  ;  i?f  Iloicgate  ^-  Oshorn  s  Con- 
tract l'902,  1  Ch.  451,  454;  and  consider  SoclHv  Gcm-ralc  de  Pansy. 
Waller  11  App.  Cas.  20.  The  mortgagor,  however,  may  well  give  a 
power  of  attorney  to  the  mortgagee  authorizing  him  to  execute  the 
necessary  deed  of  conveyance,  after  the  mortgagor's  registration,  m 
the  morto-agor's  name  ;  and  such  a  power  of  attorney  is  usuaUy 
inserted  in  the  mortgage  deed;  see  2  Key  &  Elph.  Free.  Conv.  921, 
928,  8th  ed. 

(o)  It  is  thought  that,  when  Abr.  Covenant  (E.  6);  Lincoln 
registered  land  is  let  on  lease  College's  case,  3  Rep.  58  62  b; 
subieot  to  covenants  by  the  lessee  Williamson  v.  Hancock,  1  Mod. 
and  the  usual  condition  of  re-  192,  193;  Glover  v.  Co;;^,  3  Lev. 
entry,  and  the  freehold  reversion  326,  Skinner,  305,  307  ;  WhMon 
is  transferred  by  registered  trans-  v.  Peacock,  3  My.  k  K.  325. 
fer,    the    transferee   will    be    an  (^j)  Above,  pp.  369  sq. 

assignee  of  'l"'  "™f  1°^„»1"T{  ('/)  2  Key  k  Elph.  Prec.  Conr. 

— ra:.a^tcr„SiT^!  MSa"  of 'io^   t^V 

entry;  for  although   he  appears  ^-f' °;     . 

not  to  take  the  transferor's  estate  (r)  It  is  thought  that,  if  the 

but  to   come   in   by  a  new  title  right  of  redemption  were  reserved 

(above,    p.    1074    &   n.    [r)  ),   he  to  the  purchaser,  the  legal  estate 

claims 'by  the  act  of  the  trans-  would  not  pass  to  the  mortgagee  ; 

feror;    see   Co.    Litt.  215;    Bac.  see  above,  pp.  369,  370. 
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a  proviso  being  inserted  that  the  vendor  shall  not  be 
personally  liable  to  repay  the  money,  and  the  purchaser 
entering  into  the  usual  covenants  for  payment  of  the 
principal  money  advanced  and  the  interest  thereon.  It 
is  thought  that  such  a  deed  will  certainly  pass  the  legal 
estate  to  the  mortgagee  (.s').  The  vendor  may  then 
convey  the  equity  of  redemption  to  the  purchaser.  If 
after  this  it  bo  desired  to  register  the  land,  the  mort- 
gagee will  occupy  the  position  of  an  incumbrancer  prior 
to  first  registration  (/) ;  and  it  is  thought  that  his  legal 
estate  and  interest  under  his  incumbrance  will  remain 
paramount  to  and  unaffected  by  the  registration  of  the 
purchaser  as  proprietor  of  the  land  («),  and  that  he  will 
be  enabled  to  register  himself  as  proprietor  of  the  in- 
cumbrance without  losing  these  advantages  (x) .  There 
is  no  disadvantage  in  this  plan  to  the  purchaser,  if  he  is 
to  be  registered  with  an  absolute  title  as  proprietor  of 
the  land ;  for  such  registration  will  have  the  effect  of 
extinguishing  any  outstanding  equitable  interests  adverse 
to  his  own.  If  however  the  purchaser  is  to  be  regis- 
tered with  a  possessory  title  or  is  not  to  be  registered, 
he  will,  as  he  has  had  a  conveyance  of  a  mere  equitable 
estate,  take  subject  to  any  prior  ec[uitable  interests  which 
may  have  affected  the  land  sold  in  the  vendor's  hands 
and  have  not  been  duly  assured  to  the  mortgagee  or  to 
himself  (y) .  But  it  appears  that  the  purchaser  must 
run  this  risk  if  the  parties  propose  to  evade  the  necessity 
for  registration.  If  the  above  plan  cannot  be  adopted,  as 
where  the  vendor  is  selling  under  a  trust  for  (;:)  or  power  of 


(a)  See  above,  pp.  369  &  n.  (i),  he    is   absolute   owuer,  the    fol- 

370.  lowing  course  may  be  taken:  — 

(t)  Above,  pp.  1066. «y.,  1117  45.  Let  the  ^ale  be  completed  by  a 

(?<)  Above,  pp.  1061,  nn.  {p,  q,  conveyance  to  the  pui'chaser  in 

>•),  1068,  1073,  llU.s;/.  common   form.     This  will   leave 

(x)  Above,  p.  1067.  the  legal  estate  in  the  vendor  on 

{>/)  Above,  p.  419  &  n.  (r).  trust  for   the   purchaser.     Then 

iz)  It  is  suggested  that,  where  let    the  vendor    and     purchaser 

the  vendor  holds  the  legal  estate  together   mortgage   the  land  to 

on  trust  for  sale,  as  also  where  the  mortgagee,  the  vendor  con- 
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sale  or  uuder  the  power  of  sale  giveu  by  the  Settled  Land 
Acts,  or  has  stipulated  that  the  purchaser  shall  he  regis- 
tered, the  like  procedure  must  be  followed  as  in  the  case 
of  a  mortgage  of  land  already  registered  {a)  ;  that  is  to 
say,  after  the  conveyance  of  the  laud  sold  to  the  pur- 
chaser, he  must  execute  an  unregistered  mortgage 
thereof  to  the  mortgagee,  covenanting  to  execute  (after 
his  registration)  to  the  mortgagee  a  transfer  of  the 
land  (subject  to  redem]otion)  or  a  registered  charge 
thereon  coupled  witli  a  conveyance  of  the  legal  estate, 
according  to  the  form  of  security  agreed  to  be  adopted. 
And  such  transfer,  or  charge  and  conveyance,  must  be 
executed  accordingly  (b).  But  in  this  case,  unless  pay- 
ment of  the  purchase  money  can  be  delayed  until  the 
registration  of  the  purchaser's  title  is  ready  for  com- 
pletion (c),  the  mortgagee  is  exj)Osed  to  the  dangers 
involved  in  advancing  his  money  against  the  conveyance 
of  a  mere  equitable  estate  (f/).  He  may  be  willing  to 
run  this  risk  if   lie  be  making  the  loan  on  his  own 


curring"  as  a  bare  trustee  of  the 
legal  estate  at  the  purchaser's 
direction,  and  the  right  of  re- 
demption being  reserved  to  the 
purchaser,  his  heirs  and  assigns. 
It  is  submitted  that  this  deed 
would  be  a  pure  mortgage  and 
would  not  be  "a  conveyance  exe- 
cuted on  sale,  by  virtue  whereof 
there  is  conferred  or  completed  a 
title  under  which  an  application 
may  be  made  for  registration  as 
first  proprietor  of  land ' '  ;  see 
above,  pp.  369,  n.  (i),  370.  The 
previous  conveyance  to  the  pur- 
chaser would  have  already  con- 
ferred on  him  a  complete  title  to 
be  registered  as  first  proprietor 
of  the  land  ;  above,  p.  370,  n.  (»;). 
It  is  thought  that,  if  after  this 
the  purchafeer's  title  should  be 
registered,  the  mortgagee  would 
be  in  the  position  of  an  incum- 
brancer prior  to  first  registration  ; 
above,  p.  1136. 

(a)  Above,  pp.    1133—1135   & 


n.  {,). 

(b)  2  Key  &  Elpb.  Prec.  Conv. 
927—930,  8th  ed.  Under  the 
Land  Transfer  Rules  (1903),  96, 
the  purchaser,  having  the  right 
to  apply  fur  registration  as  first 
proprietor  of  the  land,  may,  before 
he  is  so  registered,  transfer  or 
charge  the  land  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  he  were  so  regis- 
tered ;  and  such  transfer  or  charge 
will,  when  completed  by  regis- 
tration, have  the  same  effect  as  if 
the  person  making  it  were  so  re- 
gistered. And  under  rule  95,  a 
priori  l"3'  notice  may  be  obtained 
in  favour  of  such  a  transfer  or 
charge. 

[e]  See  above,  p.  373  ;  and  see 
previous  note  as  to  a  priority 
notice.  On  a  sale  by  auction  the 
vendor  would  stipulate  for  pay- 
ment of  the  purchase  money 
before  the  purchaser's  registra- 
tion. 

{d)  Above,  p.  419  &  n.  (/•). 
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aceouut :  but  lie  can  scarcely  be  advised  to  take  it 
where  he  is  a  trustee  proposing  to  invest  the  trust 
money  on  the  mortgage. 

The  AVTiter  must  here  conclude.  In  the  chapter  now 
ended  he  has  not  attempted  more  than  to  examine  the 
leading  principles,  which  should  guide  the  conveyancer 
instructed  to  carry  out  a  sale  of  registered  land.  The 
subject  is  so  intricate  that  it  would  require  a  whole 
treatise  to  expound  it  fully. 
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Referral  to  above,  pcKjo   1088. 


Search  in  Bankruptcy  on  the  Sale  of 
Registered  Land. 

The  author's  principal  reason  for  advising  that  a 
search  in  bankruptcy  should  be  made  before  completing 
a  sale  of  registered  land,  is  the  enactment  in  the  Land 
Transfer  Act,  1897  (r/),  that,  where  a  registered  disposi- 
tion would  if  unregistered  be  absolutely  void,  the  register 
shall  be  rectified,  and  the  person  suffering  loss  bv  the 
rectification  shall  be  entitled  to  an  indemnit}'.  When  Effect  of  the 
the  registered  proprietor  of  registered  land  is  adjudged  bankruptcy 
bankrupt,  all  his  property,  and  the  capacity  to  exercise  ^^gigJe^ed 
all  such  powers  over  or  in  respect  of  property  as  might  proprietor 
have  been  exercised  by  him  for  his  own  benefit  at  the  of  registered 
commencement  of  his  bankruptcy  or  before  his  dis- 
charge, vest  in  the  trustee  in  the  bankruptcy  as  from 
the  date  of  the  commission  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  on 
which  the  receiving  order  was  made(^).  The  trustee 
is  entitled  to  be  registered  as  proprietor  of  the  land  in 
place  of  the  bankrupt  after  it  has  been  certified  by  the 
Court  having  jurisdiction  in  bankruptcy  that  the  land 
is  part  of  the  bankrupt's  property  divisible  amongst  his 
creditors  ;  and  the  official  receiver  is  entitled  to  be 
registered  pending  the  appointment  of  a  trustee  ic). 
Where  the  bankrupt  is  entitled  to  any  land  registered 
in  his  name  for  his  own  use,  the  legal  estate  therein 
appears  to  pass,  with  his  other  property,  to  the  trustee  : 
but  until  the  trustee  is  registered  as  the  proprietor,  the 
bankrupt  remains  the  registered  proprietor  of  the  land, 

(/7.)  Stat.  60  &  61  Vict.  c.  65,           (c)  Stat.  38  &  39  Vict.  c.  87, 

R.  7  (2)  ;  above,  p.  1113.  s.  43,  amended  by  60  &  61  Vict. 

(J)  Stat.   46  &  47  Vict.  c.  52,       o.  65,  Fir^t  Schedule;  see  Land 

ss    '>0    43    44  Transfer  Rules  ri 903^,  193— 200. 
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Where  the 
vendor  of 
registered 
land  is  an 
undischarged 
bankrupt. 


and  appears,  as  such,  to  retain  the  statutory  ^wz/rr-s-  [d) 
of  disposition  of  the  land  by  way  of  registered  transfer 
for  value  and  registered  charge  (r).  It  seems  therefore 
that,  hut  for  the  above  mentioned  enactment  of  the 
Land  Transfer  Act,  1897  (/),  a  purchaser  of  registered 
land  would  be  enabled  to  rel}^  on  the  extinguishing 
effect  of  a  registered  transfer  for  value  {g)  to  destroy 
any  estate  or  interest,  which  would  be  outstanding  in 
the  trustee,  if  the  transferor  were  a  bankrupt ;  and  that 
the  purchaser  would  not  be  obliged  to  search  in  bank- 
ruptc}'.  This  enactment,  however,  raises  a  difficulty. 
No  doubt  if  the  sale  were  completed  before  the  date  of 
any  receiving  order  made  against  the  vendor  and  with- 
out notice  to  the  purchaser  of  any  available  act  of 
bankruptcy  on  the  vendor's  part,  the  transaction  would 
be  perfectly  valid  and  unimpeachable  by  virtue  of 
sect.  49  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1883  (//).  This  section 
however  only  protects  payments  and  conveyances  made 
before  the  date  of  the  receiving  order.  If  a  recei-\-ing 
order  should  have  been  made  against  the  registered 
proprietor  of  registered  land,  and  he  should  afterwards 
execute  a  registered  transfer  for  value,  and  should  then 
be  adjudged  bankrupt,  it  appears  that  the  registered 
disjiosition  is  one  which  if  unregistered  would  be  abso- 
lutely void  (/).  If  so,  it  seems  that  the  trustee  in  the 
bankruptcy  would  be  entitled  to  claim  rectification  of 
the  register  under  the  above  mentioned  enactment  (/.•), 
and  the  purchaser  would  have  to  give  up  the  land  and 
rest  satisfied  with  his  claim  to  an  indemnity  under  the 
Land  Transfer  Act,  1897  (/).  The  same  difficulty 
might  arise  if  the  registered  proprietor  of  the  land  sold 
were  an  undischarged  bankrupt  at  the  date  of  the  con- 
tract for  sale,  unless  the  property  sold  were  a  term  of 
years,  which  had  been  acquired  by  or  had  devolved  upon 
him  since  the  commencement  of  the  bankruptcy  {m). 
Until  these  difficulties  are  dissolved  by  decision,  it  is 


[(I)  Above,  p.  1074. 
(e)  Above,  p.  1058,  n.  (c). 
(/)  Above,  n.  («). 
[g)  Above,  pp.  1073,  1074. 
(A)  Stat.  46  &  47  Vict.  c.  52  : 
above,  p.  482. 

(i)  Above,  p.  482,  n.  (o). 

{k)  Above,  n.  {a). 

[I)  Stat.  60  &  61  Vict.  c.   65, 


s.  7.  It  should  be  noted  that  by 
sub-sect.  3  a  person  shall  not  be 
entitled  to  indemnity  for  any  loss 
where  he  has  caused  or  substan- 
tially contributed  to  the  loss  by 
his  act,  neglect,  or  default.  This 
furnishes  an  additional  reason  for 
making  the  search. 
[ii))  Sec  above,  p.  483. 
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tlionght  to  be  advisable  to  search  in  banlvrnptey  before 
comploting  any  sale  of  registered  land ;  as  the  last  thing 
that  a  purchaser  would  desire  is    to  be    immediately 
ejected    and   relegated    to    a    claim    for   the    statutory 
indemnity.       It    follows    that,   where    a   purchaser    of  Notice  of  an 
registered  land  receives  notice,   before  completion,  of  ^"^^  of  bank- 
au   act   of  bankruptcy  committed   by  the  vendor,  he  the  vendor 
cannot  safely  proceed  with  the  sale,  except  under  the  pendin<? 
same  conditions  as  would  enable  him  to  complete  the  compl.Hion  of 
contract  it    the   land  were    not   registered  (»).      It  is  i-ecrYstered 
thought  that  search  in  bankruptcy  should  certainly  be  laud, 
made  before  advancing  any  money  on  the  security  of  a  Searcli  in 
registered  charge  on  registered  land ;  as  no  extinguish-  contempla- 
ing  effect  is  expressly  given  to  such  charges  (o) .  mort°  a'<^e. 

It  is  thought  to  be  unnecessary  to  make  any  search  jy^  ^  "^ 
for  deeds  of  arrangement  ( //)  on  the  sale  or  mortgage  by  arrangement, 
transfer  of  registered  land.  If  the  trustee  and  creditors 
thereunder  choose  to  be  satisfied  with  an  unregistered 
assurance  (not  protected  by  restriction  or  caution)  of  the 
debtor's  estate  in  his  registered  land,  and  allow  him  to 
remain  registered  as  the  proprietor  of  the  land,  it  is 
thought  that  any  estate  or  interest  outstanding  in  the 
trustee  or  the  creditors  would  certainly  be  extinguished 
by  the  effect  of  any  subsequent  registered  transfer  for 
value  executed  by  the  debtor  (r^),  and  would  be  post- 
poned to  any  registered  charge  which  he  might  after- 
wards make  (r). 

(«)  Above,  pp.  480—482.  (^)  Above,  pp.  1073,  1074. 

(o)  See  above,  pp.  ll'2Q  sq. 

Ip)  Above,  pp.  025,  .528.  ('")  Above,  p.  lOSl,  n.  (;•). 
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ABANDONMENT, 

of  contract,  908—910. 

of  vendor's  lien,  925—927. 

ABATEMENT  of  purcliase-money,  06,  441,  448. 
And  see  Compensation. 

ABSOLUTE  COVENANTS  FOE  TITLE,  581,  n..  1029,  1030, 
1031. 

ABSOLUTE  TITLE,  928,  1061,  1065,  1091,  1092,  1102.  1109, 
1118,  1119,  1122,  1123. 

ABSTRACT  OF  TITLE, 
how  provided,  27,  86. 
verification  of,  28,  36,  37,  95  sq.,  132. 
time  for  delivery  of,  40,  53. 
commencement  of,  51,  87,  130. 
perfect,  52. 

contents  of,  86,  87,  90,  130. 
notice  of  trusts,  90,  91. 
equitable  charges,  91,  92. 
proper  manner  of  making,  92 — 94. 
facts,  94. 

maps  or  plans,  94,  95. 
proviso  for  reconveyance,  136,  137. 
trusts  of  settled  land,  242,  243. 
effect  of  failure  to  require,  266. 
to  advowson,  389. 

consent  of  Charity  Commissioners,  407. 
contract  when  necessary  part  of,  464. 
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ABSTEACT  OF  TITLE— continued. 
annuities  or  rent-charges,  5 IS. 
power  of  attorney,  651. 

on  sale  of  registered  land,  1063  and  note,  1073. 
on  creation  of  easements  over  registered  land,  1109. 

ACCELEEATION  of  powers  of,  or  trusts  for  sale,  269,  270. 

ACCEPTANCE, 

of  offer,  12,  17,  672,  690,  691. 

communication  of,  13. 

by  post,  14. 

time  for,  15. 
at  auction,  IS. 
of  title,  29,  37,  52,  53,  150,  151,  462,  463,  468,  479,  n.,  503, 

509,  510,  922. 
sent  without  authority,  672. 
of  mistaken  offer,  690,  691. 

ACCORD  AND  SATISFACTION,  941,  942. 

ACCOTTNT, 

for  purposes  of  estate  duty,  234. 

how  taken,  on  completion,  449,  626 — 644. 

in  actions  of  specific  performance,  453  and  note. 

ACCOUNT  DUTY,  220—222. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT, 

of  right  to  production  of  title  deeds,  29,  39,  602,  605,  606— 
608. 
by  whom  given,  39,  611,  612. 

on  sale  by  mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  612,  613. 
what  deeds  included  in,  606—608. 
effect  of,  616. 
costs  of,  616. 

under  covenant  for  further  assui'ance,  1045. 
on  sale  of  registered  land,  1098. 
of  conveyance  by  married  woman,  94,  116,  817  and  note, 
820,  821,  822,  824,  833,  838. 
evidence  of,  116. 
search  for,  511,  526,  530. 
costs  of,  646. 
how  taken,  817,  n. 
of  statute-barred  debt,  943  and  note,  944. 
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ACQUIESCENCE  ab  confirmation  of  voidable  contract,  767, 
896. 

ACT  OF  BANKRUPTCY,  477,  1142,  1143. 
by  vendor,  480—482,  491  and  note. 
by  purchaser,  484—486. 

ACT  OF  PARLIAMENT, 
proof  of,  89,  117,  866. 
recitals  in,  111  and  note. 
creation  of  corporation  by,  855,  n.,  856,  866. 

ACTION, 

for  breacb  of  contract,  30,  31,  465,  473,  957—975. 

after  death  of  vendor,  462,  465,  473. 
purchaser,  475. 
warranty,  540. 

covenants  for  title,  1029—1052. 
tor  specific  perfonnance,  30,  31. 
effect  on  reserved  power  of  rescission,  150. 
for  administration  of  land  of  deceased  debtor,  184,  185. 
for  recovery  of  demised  land,  358. 
for  rent  against  ten^e  tenant,  377,  384. 
to  avoid  conveyance  to  charitable  uses,  397. 
for  negligence  of  vendor  pending  contract,  446. 
stay  of,  in  bankruptcy,  478. 

of  deceit,  578,  723,  729,  733,  738,  739-742,  748,  749,  934, 
949,  980,  982,  1026. 
against  married  woman,  845,  847. 
against  corporation,  869. 
for  rescission  of  contract.     See  Rescission. 
by  and  against  lunatic,  803. 
And  see  Remedies. 

ADEMPTION  of  devise  by  sale,  467. 

ADJUDICATION  OF  BANKRUPTCY, 
proof  of,  118. 

pending  contract,  477,  479,  481,  482,  484,  486. 
where  land  registered,  1142. 

ADMINISTRATION, 

effect  of  order  on  power  of  sale,  274. 
sale  by  Court  in  action  of,  414,  n. 
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ADMINISTRATOR, 

descent  of  land  to,  177,  178,  189. 
powers  over  land  of  deceased,  189,  190. 

on  death  pending  contract,  461 — 463. 
liability  of,  for  estate  duty,  233,  240,  241,  245. 
of  convict's  property,  495,  810,  811. 
rights  of  action  for  deceit  by  and  against,  749. 
sale  by,  to  himself,  887,  888. 
right  to  pay  statute-barred  debt,  943. 

ADMISSION, 

of  execution  of  documents,  96,  97,  98. 
by  recital,  110. 

ADMITTANCE  to  copyholds,  177,  178,  183,  343,  344,  349,  350. 

ADVISING  ON  TITLE,  129—152,  175,  176.    And  see  Con- 
veyancer. 

ADVOWSON, 

length  of  title  to,  18,  82,  383,  389. 

succession  duty,  208,  n. 

estate  duty,  227. 

purchase  of,  by  trustees,  300. 

evidence  on  sale  of,  389. 

restrictions  on  sale  of,  389 — 393. 

sale  by  auction  of,  392,  771. 

death  of  incumbent  pending  contract  for  sale,  392,  441,  452. 

registration  of  title  to,  1105. 

AFFIDAVIT, 

for  purposes  of  estate  duty,  234. 

as  to  performance  of  covenants  in  lease,  358. 

of  intestacy,  367,  368,  n. 

in  vendor  and  purchaser  summons,  1016. 

AGE,  evidence  of,  124. 

AGENT, 

signature  of  contract  by,  3,  9. 
auctioneer  as,  18. 
auctioneer's  clerk  as,  18,  n. 
effect  of  notice  to,  257—267. 
misrepresentation  by,  736,  737,  740,  741,  864. 
authority  to  make  statements,  737. 
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AGENT — cohUiiued. 

liability  of,  on  warranty  of  authority,  755,  979,  980,  981, 

985,  n.,  986. 
of  corporation,  859,  861,  979. 

misrepresentation  by,  864. 
sale  to  or  purcbase  from,  880,  881,  890,  892,  904,  905. 
fraud  of,  904,  905,  980,  982. 
liability  of,  on  contracts,  977,  986. 

AGREEMENT  for  vacation  of  benefice,  389,  390. 
And  see  Contract. 

AGEIOULTURAL  LAND,  charges  on,  142. 

ALIEN,  495,  784,  n. 

contract  with,  773,  812—815. 
capacity  of,  812,  813. 
wife  of,  836. 

ALIENATION, 

effect  of,  on  succession  duty,  211 — 213. 
of  land  sold  by  vendor,  496—499. 

purchaser,  499. 
by  infant,  785—787,  789—792. 
by  lunatic,  802. 

by  administrator  of  convict,  810,  811. 
by  married  woman,  816—819. 

restraint  on,  821,  862.     And  see  Restkaint  ON  Antici- 
pation. 
by  corporation,  855,  862. 

ALTERATION  in  particulars  by  auctioneer,  638. 

AMBIGUITY  in  special  condition,  64. 

ANNUAL  RESTS,  753. 

ANNUITY, 

legacy  dvity  on,  200. 
succession  duty,  207. 
estate  duty,  225,  227,  234. 
registration  of,  386,  517,  518. 
search  for,  oil,  518,  527,  533,  108". 
issuing  out  of  registered  land,  1 106. 
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APPEAL, 

in  vendor  and  purchaser  summons,  1025. 
against  judgment  adverse  to  purchaser,  1052. 

APPENDANT  AND  APPUETENANT  EIGHTS  in  registered 
land,  1107,  1108. 

APPOINTMENT  UNDEE  POWEE, 

as  root  of  title,  88. 

ademption  of,  by  contract  of  sale,  467,  n. 

by  infant  tenant  in  tail,  792. 

APPEOPEIATION  OF  PUECHASE -MONEY,  42,  50,  73,  74. 
AEBITEATION,  927,  u.,  942  and  note,  1050,  1052. 

ASSENT, 

of  representatives  to  devise  of  leaseholds,  179. 

real  property,  191,  193,  194. 
ASSETS,  183,  185,  197. 

order  of,  191,  192,  n. 

ASSIGNEE, 

of  life  estate,  rights  of,  324,  337. 

liability  of,  under  covenants  of  assignor,  426—428. 

to  action  of  specific  performance,  461,  496. 
of  benefit  of  contract,  rights  of,  499,  501—503,  544,  545, 
560,  675,  719,  746,  747,  748,  932. 
And  see  Sub-purchaser. 

ASSIGNMENT, 

of  powers  under  Settled  Land  Acts,  324,  337. 

of  leaseholds,  351—362,  371. 

of  underlease,  357. 

covenant  against,  358 — 360. 

of  part  of  land  subject  to  lease,  360 — 362. 

definition  of,  in  Land  Transfer  Acts,  371. 

of  part  of  reversion,  380,  381. 

of  policy  of  insurance,  442  and  note,  443,  446. 

of  land  contracted  to  be  sold,  495 — 499. 

of  benefit  of  contract,  499—501. 

to  creditors,  525. 

of  benefit  of  voidable  contract,  747,  748,  767,  787,  788,  806, 

807,  883,  899—902. 
of  right  of  action  for  deceit,  749. 
of  right  to  compensation  for  compulsory  sale,  919. 
of  vendor's  lien,  925. 
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ATTACHMENT,  1015,  n. 

of  married  woman,  841,  844. 

ATTAINDER,  810. 

ATTESTATION, 
of  will,  128. 

of  instruments  exercising  powers,  303,  306. 
of  memorial  for  registration,  363,  n. 
of  conveyance,  648,  649. 

to  charitable  uses,  394—397. 
by  corporation,  867,  868. 
of  transfer  of  registered  land,  1090. 

ATTESTED  COPIES  of  title  deeds  retained  by  vendor,  29. 

ATTESTED  DOCUMENTS,  proof  of,  96,  97. 

ATTORNMENT  by  tenant  to  grantee  of  reversion,  379. 

AUCTION, 

usual  method  of  concluding  contract,  4. 

nature  of,  18. 

sale  by  mortgagee  under  power,  345. 

sale  of  advowson,  392,  771. 

sale  of  reversion,  765,  n. 

sale  by  trustee  to  himself,  888. 

AUCTIONEER, 

authority  of,  4,  18,  19. 
payment  of  deposit  to,  22. 
sale  to  himself,  890,  892. 

AUCTIONEER'S  CLERK,  18,  n. 

AUTHORITY, 

of  auctioneer,  18. 

when  revocable,  19. 
of  auctioneer's  clerk,  18,  n. 

of  partner  to  sell  or  mortgage  partnership  property,  412,  413. 
of  solicitor,  652 — 654,  656. 
of  solicitor's  clerk,  653,  654. 
of  agent  to  make  statements,  737. 
improper  exercise  of,  882 — 893. 
warranty  of,  755,  979,  980,  981,  985,  n.,  986. 
of  estate  agent  to  make  contracts,  986. 
to  inspect  register,  1063. 
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AUTRE  VIE, 

devolution  of  estate,  177,  178,  186,  464. 

AVOIDANCE, 

of  unregistered  deed  by  subsequent  registered  conveyance, 

363—365. 
of  voluntary  conveyance  by   subsequent  conveyance  for 

value,  373—375. 
in  bankruptcy  or  by  creditors, 
374,  375. 
of  conveyance  to  charitable  uses,  395. 
of  charity  lands,  405. 
for  fraud,  752,  753. 
for  duress  or  undue  influence,  768. 
by  infant,  787. 
of  unregistered  estates  in  registered  land  by  transfer  for 
value,  1063. 

AWAED, 

of  enfranchisement,  117. 
of  inclosure,  118. 
of  arbitrator,  942. 


BANKER, 

assignment  of  benefit  of  contract  to,  500. 
draft  of,  656. 

BANKRUPT, 

authority  of  partner,  413. 
sale  by,  477 — 484. 
sale  to,  484 — 489. 

BANKRUPTCY, 

proof  of  proceedings  in,  28,  118,  119. 

of  tenant  for  life,  337. 

avoidance  of  voluntary  conveyance  in,  374,  375. 

of  partner,  413. 

of  vendor,  477—484,  1142,  1143. 

of  purchaser,  477,  478,  485—489. 

effect  of,  on  specific  performance,  478,  479,  483,  922,  946, 

1055. 
search  in,  511,  524,  527,  528,  1087,  1088,  1121,  1123,  1124, 

1141—1143. 
orders  in,  517. 

Volume  I.  ends  unth  page  663. 


INDEX. 

BANKHVPTGY— continued. 

effect  of,  on  autlioritj'  of  agent,  649,  650,  985. 

of  convict,  811. 

of  married  woman,  841. 

discharge  of  contract  by,  921,  922,  1020. 

rights  of  action  by,  942,  943, 
breach  of  covenant  for  title  by,  1033. 
effect  of,  on  covenants  for  title,  1054,  1055. 

BAPTISM,  certificate  of,  104,  124,  125. 

BARE  TEUSTEE, 

meaning  of,  181,  n. 

married  woman,  828,  832,  833. 

sale  of  trust  property  to,  888. 

BAEGAIN  AND  SALE,  122,  123. 

BASE  FEE,  331,  1044. 

BIDDER,  employment  of,  20,  21. 

BIDDING, 

retractation  of,  18,  47. 
reservation  of  right  to  vendor,  21,  46. 
form  of  condition,  58. 

BILL  OF  EXCHANGE,  667,  672,  n.,  675,  754. 
discharge  of,  909. 
effect  of  on  vendor's  lien,  926. 

BIETH,  proof  of,  28,  104,  124,  125. 

BOAED  OF  AGRICULTURE,  117,  123,  520,  523,  n. 

BOARD  OF  EDUCATION,  1113  and  note,  1114. 

BOND,  926,  945. 

BOROUGH  ENGLISH,  177. 

BREACH  OF  CONTRACT, 

action  for,  30,  31,  465,  473,  947,  957—976. 
covenant  in  lease,  352 — 354. 
for  sale  of  leaseholds,  359. 
to  make  mortgage,  433. 
by  death  of  vendor,  465. 
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BREACH  OF  CONTRACT -co/,//// ^^r-cZ. 
by  act  of  bankruptcy,  481. 
by  assignmeut  pending  contract,  496. 
discharge  of  obligations  arising  from,  920,  940 — 94o. 
effect  of,  935,  936. 
of  warranty,  935,  937. 
discharge  by,  930—938,  956,  957. 
by  renunciation  of  performance,  938—940. 
bow  far  necessary  for  sjiocific  performance,  946,  987. 
rescission  for,  948 — 957. 

BREACH  OF  TRUST, 

by  release  of  power,  290,  291. 

sale  of  land  acquired  by,  296,  297. 

effect  of,  as  regards  specific  performance,  503,  504,  1000. 

BUILDING  CONTRACT,  specific  performance  of ,  992,  994,  995. 

BUILDING  SOCIETY, 

contracts  and  conveyances  of,  869. 
unincorporated,  873. 
sale  by,  892. 

BURIAL,  certificate  of,  125. 

BURTHEN  OF  CONTRACT, 

devolution  on  death  of  vendor,  473. 

purchaser,  477. 
assignment  of,  501. 


CAMBRIDGE  UNIVERSITY,  399,  405,  n. 

CAPACITY,  1,  2,  136,  784  sq. 
of  infant,  785—801. 
of  lunatic,  801—804. 
of  convict,  810,  811. 
of  outlaw,  811,  812. 
of  alien,  812. 
of  married  woman,  816,  821,  823,  828,  831. 

CAPITAL  MONEY  under  Settled  Land  Acts,  309,  311. 

CAUTIONS  on  land  register,  1070,  1073, 1081, 1083,  1087, 1090, 
1131,  1143. 

CAVEAT,  366,  n. 
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CERTIFICATE, 

of  baptism,  104,  124. 
of  birth,  104,  124. 
of  death,  104,  125. 
of  marriage,  104,  125. 

of  acknowledgment  by  married  woman,  116,  520,  533,  818,  n. 
of  enrolment,  123. 
of  registration  of  assurance,  126. 
of  discharge  from  estate  duty,  235,  236,  248. 
as  to  title,  1005,  n.,  1012. 

of  incumbrance,    1065,  n.,   1068,    1069,    1121,   1123,   1124, 
1125,  1126,  n. 

CEETIFIED  COPIES,  100. 

of  proceedings  in  bankruptcy,  118,  121. 

of  orders  in  lunacy,  121. 

of  records,  126. 

of  entries  in  land  register,  1063,  1064,  1066. 

CE8TUI-QUE-TRUST, 

contract  of,  with  trustee,  2,  880. 

probate  duty  on  interest  of,  198. 

consent  to  sale  or  purchase  by  trustees,  268,  301. 

when  bound  by  trustee's  contract,  503,  504. 

covenants  for  title  on  sale  by,  578. 

sale  by,  to  trustee,  760,  761,  876—881,  894,  895. 

gift  by,  to  trustee,  877,  878. 

purchase  fi'om  trustee,  880,  895,  896. 

CHAMPERTY,  747,  749,  773—775. 

CHARGE, 

of  debts  on  land,  145,  175,  n.,  183,  188,  189,  271,  475,  n. 

by  executors,  191,  194. 

sale  by  Coiu-t  u.nder,  414,  u. 
of  probate  duty,  199. 
of  succession  duty,  209,  210. 
of  temporary  estate  duty,  224. 
of  estate  duty,  234,  235,  238—242,  245—247,  296. 

in  favour  of  limited  owner,  235,  248. 
of  portions,  246,  247. 
on  settled  land,  293. 
of  outgoings,  41,  355,  454. 
of  local  expenses,  454 — 456,  522,  523. 
W.— II.  38 
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of  judgments,  489,  511,  512,  517,  531,  532. 

of  Crown  debts,  511,  512. 

of  orders  in  bankruptcy,  517. 

for  improvement  of  land,  518 — 521. 

of  registered  land,  1065. 

by  deposit  of  land  certificate,  1071,  1072. 

CHAEITABLE  USES  AND  TEUSTS, 

enrolment  of  conveyance  to,  122,  394,  396. 
succession  duty  on  property  subject  to,  208. 
sale  of  land  to  be  assured  to,  776,  777. 

CHAEITY, 

succession  duty,  208. 

voluntary  conveyance  to,  374. 

sale  of  land  siibject  to  trust  for,  393 — 409. 

contract  for  sale  of  land  for  use  of,  776,  777,  780,  781. 

registration  of  lands  of,  1113. 

CHAEITY   COMMISSIONEES,   400,   403,   406,  n.,  407,   408, 
1113  and  note,  1114. 

CHATTELS, 

right  of  resale  on  default  of  piu'chaser  of,  43  and  note, 
sale  of,  before  probate,  199. 

CHEQUE,  656,  941. 

CHIEOGEAPH,  124. 

CITY  or  LONDON, 

compulsory  registration  in,  367,  369,  n. 
custom  of,  as  to  wives  trading,  835,  836. 

CLIENT,  contracts  of,  with  solicitor,  2,  758,   760,   761,   775, 
876,  878,  890,  893. 

CLUBS,  contracts  of,  873. 

COLLATEEAL  STIPULATIONS,  922,  923,  932. 

COMMENCEMENT  OF  TITLE,  51,  59. 

COMIVIISSION  to  tenant  for  life  on  sale  of  settled  land,  335. 

COMMITTEE, 

of  lunatic,  492,  803,  805,  808,  809. 
of  inspection,  482,  487,  488,  887,  n. 
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COMMON  MISTAKE,  tVM,  u.,  (595—697,  933,  948,  974,   lO'JO, 
1027,  1028. 
rectification  for,  564,  710,  715. 

COMMUNICATION, 

of  offer,  13. 

of  accoi^tance,  13. 

of  revocation  of  offer,  13. 

by  post,  14. 

of  election  to  rescind  contract,  745. 

of  repudiation  of  contract  entered  into  during  infancy,  797. 

COMMUNITY  OF  GOODS,  851. 

COMMUTATION, 

of  succession  duty,  214. 
of  estate  duty,  236. 

COMPANY, 

succession  duty  on  property  of,  208. 
special  conditions  on  sale  by,  529. 
capacity  of,  to  bold  lands,  854. 

to  dispose  of  lands,  856,  857. 
of  trading  company,  857,  859,  861. 
to  contract,  860  and  note, 
sale  to,  by  promoters,  890,  891. 
contract  of,  with  director,  890,  894. 
liability  of  agent  of,  979. 

COMPENSATION,  634—644,  692,  744. 
under  open  contract,  36,  634 — 638. 
under  special  conditions,  55,  56,  634,  639 — 644,  922,  1026, 

1027. 
after  completion,  55,  540,  634,  922,  923,  1026,  1027. 
form  of  condition  for,  60,  61,  661. 
for  quit-rents,  141,  635. 
excluded  by  condition,  639. 
wbere  contract  rescinded,  904. 
for  compulsory  sale,  919  and  note,  927. 
in  vendor  and  purchaser  summons,  1016,  1019. 

COMPLETION, 

time  for,  under  open  contract,  22,  37,  447,  449,  506. 
effect  of  fixing  day  for,  47—50,  132,  133. 

38  (2) 
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COMPLETION— coj(<i/<  ued. 
form  of  condition,  61,  662. 
place  for,  648,  1080,  n. 
liow  carried  out,  648. 
of  sale  of  registered  land,  1074 — 1081. 

COMPOSITION, 

for  death  duties,  236. 

in  bankruptcy,  478,  482,  483,  488,  921,  943,  1055. 

COMPOUND  SETTLEMENT,  292,  315—323. 
trustees  of,  317,  318. 

COMPROMISE  of  adverse  claims,  1051. 

COMPULSORY  EEGISTEATION  of  title,  369—373. 

COMPULSORY  SALE,  919  and  note,  927. 

CONCEALMENT, 

of  defects,  684,  686,  687,  737,  738. 

of  title,  685,  n.,  742. 
of  facts  by  persons  in  a  fiduciary  position,  760,  880,  881, 

882,  886,  890,  899. 
of  infancy,  789. 
of  breach  of  covenant  for  right  to  convey,  1033. 

CONCURRENCE, 

of  parties  in  conveyance,  38,  56,  145,  336,  342. 
of  persons  interested  under  judgment,  491,  514. 
of  husband  in  wife's  conveyance,  494,  544,  816—819,  822, 
824,  830,  838. 
action,  835. 

CONDITION, 

of  re-entry,  352,  380,  600,  601. 

evidence  of  performance  of,  352. 
precedent,  913,  935,  936,  937,  974,  975,  991,  1002,  1027. 
subsequent,  913,  914,  951. 

CONDITIONAL  CONTRACT, 

time  for  performance  of  condition,  509,  914. 

discharge  of,  by  failure  of  condition,  913—921,  939,  962. 
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CONDITIONS  OF  SALE, 
necessity  of,  15,  16. 
reservation  of  right  to  bid,  21. 
as  to  resei've  price,  21. 
usual,  46  sq. 

for  compensation,  55,  639 — 644. 
excluding  compensation,  56,  60,  61,  639. 
as  to  costs  of  conveyance,  56,  61,  548,  549. 
for  apportionment  of  outgoings,  56,  62,  73,  457,  627,  662. 
as  to  deposit,  58,  62,  67,  69,  659. 
form  of,  58—62,  659,  663. 
as  to  easements,  &c.,  60,  61,  568,  661. 
as  to  completion,  61,  662. 

on  sale  of  registered  land,  1081. 
in  private  contracts,  65  sq.,  659 — 663. 
as  to  unstamped  documents,  103. 
on  sale  by  trustees,  275—277. 
depreciatory,  275,  n.,  276. 
of  leaseholds,  351,  356,  357,  359,  362. 
impUed  contract  restricting  use  of  land,  428,  429. 
for  discharge  of  outgoings,  454 — 456. 

CONFESSOR,  758. 

CONFIDENTIAL  RELATION,  presumption  of  imdue  influ- 
ence from,  758—761,  874,  877. 

CONFIRMATION  of  voidable  transactions,  744,  745,  767,  896. 

CONNECTION  of  documents  to  constitute  memorandum  under 
Statute  of  Frauds,  5. 

CONSENT, 

necessity  of,  1,  3,  668,  n. 

form  of  expression,  3. 

to  exercise  of  powers  of  appointment,  303. 

under  Settled  Land  Acts,   291—294, 
307,  308. 
by  lessor  to  assignment  of  lease,  358 — 360. 
of  tenant  to  apportionment  of  rent,  380,  n.,  629. 
of  Charity  Commissioners,  407,  1113,  1114. 
effect  of  mistake,  misrepresentation,  fraud,  &c.,  666 — 668. 
induced  by  duress  or  undue  influence,  755 — 757. 
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CONSENT— toviiv/iuer?. 
of  infant,  786,  n. 
on  behalf  of  lunatic,  80.S,  805). 
of  Board  of  Education,  1113,  1114. 

CONSIDERATION,  3. 

in  conveyances  to  charitable  uses,  395,  396,  397. 
for  waiver  of  contract,  908,  910. 

CONSOLIDATION,  419,  420,  n.,  421. 
where  land  registered,  1103,  1104. 

CONSOLIDATION  ACT,  construction  of,  402,  n. 

CONSTRUCTION, 

of  stipulations  as  to  time,  47 — 49. 

of  special  conditions,  64. 

of  Consolidation  Acts,  402,  n. 

of  Married  Women's  Property  Act,  1882... 829,  830. 

CONSTRUCTIVE  NOTICE,  257—265,  346,  554. 
of  lessor's  title,  153, 
effect  of  special  conditions,  173. 
of  unregistered  assurance,  364,  u. 
of  ownership  of  firm,  409,  n. 
of  restrictive  covenants,  427,  430. 

CONTINGENT  INTEREST,  estate  duty  on  cesser  of,  245. 

CONTINUING  BREACH  of  covenant  in  lease,  353. 

CONTRACT, 

requisites  of  validity,  1. 

between  solicitor  and  client,  2,  758,  760,  761,  775,  876,  878, 

890,  893. 
necessity  of  writing,  3 — 9,  776. 
when  enforced  though  not  in  writing,  9 — 12. 
how  formed,  12. 
by  post,  14,  15,  17. 
stamp  on,  24  and  note, 
to  show  title,  express,  164,  354,  356,  638. 
devolution  of  benefit  on  death,  430,  431. 
to  lend  money  on  mortgage,  432 — 434. 

breach  of,  433,  434. 

sj)ecific  performance  of,  434. 
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CONTEACT— con<//t«c(/. 

effect  in  equity  of,  438—440. 

when  necessary  part  of  title,  464. 

how  recited,  557. 

rectification  of,  704. 

to  sell  land  for  use  of  charity,  776,  777,  780,  781. 

of  infant,  794,  798,  800,  801. 

of  lunatic,  801—806. 

of  drvmken  person,  809,  810. 

of  outlaw,  812. 

of  alien,  813—815. 

of  married  woman,  816,  821,  822,  834-843,  845-84/. 

of  corporation,  857—863,  864. 

between  trustee  and  cestui-que-trud,  876—881,  893,  894— 

896. 
between  a  man  and  himself,  885. 
between  company  and  directors,  890,  894. 
discharge  of,  907-923,  935-938,  975,  990,  1019-1021. 
recovery  of  costs  of,  967,  968. 
entered  into  by  agent,  976—986. 
for  sale  of  registered  land,  1058—1065. 

CONTEIBUTION  between  lessees,  361. 

CONVEESION, 

by  contract  of  sale,  439,  467,  468,  476. 
by  option  to  purchase,  468,  469. 
on  death  of  purchaser  pending  contract,  476. 
by  contract  with  lunatic,  805,  n. 

CONVEYANCE, 

obtained  under  agreement  for  mortgage,  10. 
prepared  by  purchaser,  29,  37,  541. 
what  is  proper,  38. 
when  executed,  56. 
condition  as  to,  56,  (il,  662. 

how  abstracted,  93.  

matters  properly  dealt  with  on,   130,   131,   14o,   149,  3a8, 

510,  511. 
by  personal  representatives  to  heir  or  devisee,  191,  194. 
effect  of  unregistered,  363,  364,  and  note, 
on  sale,  definition  of,  in  Land  Transfer  Acts,  370. 

VofiDiK'  I.  fiuh  u-it/i  pfifie  (>6o. 


INDEX. 

CONVEYANCE— co»<m»erf. 
to  charitable  uses, 

proof  of  enrolment,  122,  123. 

conditions  of  validity,  394,  395. 
preparation  of,  541 — 624. 
parties  to,  542 — 544. 
form  of,  546  sq. 
costs  of,  548. 
rectification  of,  564,  565,  574,  588,  703,  704,  719,  720,  721. 

924,  1053. 
subject  to  incumbrance,  567 — 570,  587,  588. 
how  settled,  617. 
stamps  on,  617 — 625. 
definition  of,  in  Stamp  Acts,  619. 
attestation  of,  648,  649. 
disclaimer  of,  667,  n. 
avoidance  of,  752,  787,  896,  898,  903. 
forgery  of,  754. 
by  infant,  787. 
by  lunatic,  802,  803. 

by  married  woman,  816,  818,  819,  821,  828,  832—834. 
by  corporation,  866. 
vendor's  lien  after,  924,  925. 
remedies  after,  932,  933. 
without  payment  of  pui-chase  money,  960. 
of  registered  land,  1090—1095. 

to  corporation,  1112. 

CONVEYANCEE, 

duties  of,  26,  92,  114,  129—152,  171,  172,  251—256. 

on  sale  of  leaseholds,  81,  82  and  note,  129,  130,  142,  351. 
on  sale  of  copyholds,  129. 
notice  of  tnists,  135,  250,  251. 
as  regards  succession  duty,  140,  215,  219. 
as  regards  dower,  175. 

on  sales  under  the  Settled  Land  Acts,  291,  292. 
in  the  case  of  titles  depending  on  a  power  of  appoint- 
ment, 302,  304. 
on  sales  of  land  in  Middlesex  and  Yorkshire,  362,  363. 
compulsory  registration  district,  372. 
of  ground  rents,  377. 
on  sale  of  rent-charge,  387. 

charity  lands,  393,  394. 
by  order  of  Court,  413,  414. 
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CONVEYANCER— coM^Mi  ued. 
duties  of — continued. 

on  sale  of  land  with  benefit  of  restrictive  covenants, 

432. 
on  mortgage  of  land,  435. 
on  sale  subject  to  incumbrance,  567. 
in  settling  documents,  617. 
us  regards  stamps,  618. 

where  assurance  by  corporation  on  title,  864 — 869. 
presumption  of,  that  all  things   are  rightly  done,  97,  98, 
113,  114,  128,  251,  868,  1011. 

CONVICT,  495,  810,  811. 

capacity  of  wife  of,  835,  836. 
COPAECENERS,  right  of,  to  production  of  title  deeds,  610,  n. 

COPY, 

attested,  29. 

certified,  100,  118,  121,  126,  1063,  1064,  1066. 

examined,  100,  119,  120,  124,  126. 

office,  100,  101,  116,  119,  120,  534,  607,  1062  and  note,  1095. 

COPYHOLDS, 

length  of  title  to,  77,  81. 

where  enfranchised,  80,  81. 
enfranchisement  of,  80,  n.,  117  and  note. 
proof  of  assurances,  119. 
devolution  of,  on  death,  177,  178,  190,  466,  474. 

held  on  trust  or  mortgage,  183. 

equitable  estate  in,  196,  197. 
liability  of,  for  debts,  183. 
sale  of,  under  power  in  mortgage,  343,  344. 
duties  of  vendor  and  purchaser  on  sale,  348 — 350. 
registration  of,  in  Middlesex  and  Yorkshire,  367. 

title  to,  370  and  note,  1117. 
death  of  vendor  pending  contract,  466,  473. 

purchaser  pending  contract,  474. 
vesting  order  as  to,  470,  471,  n. 
search  in  Court  Rolls,  527. 
covenants  for  title  to,  586,  587. 
stami)ing  conveyance  of,  621. 
legal  possession  of,  657. 

of  married  woman,  816—819,  823,  826,  832,  833. 
registration  of  title  to,  1117. 
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CORPOEATION, 

couvej'auce  to,  into  mortmain,  394  sq. 
by,  in  mortmain,  401,  402. 
capacity  of,  852. 
mortgage  to,  853. 
as  cestui -que-trust,  853. 
as  grantee  to  uses,  854. 
as  joint  tenant,  854,  855. 
as  trustee,  854,  857. 
alienation  by,  855,  864—867. 
in  liquidation,  871,  S72. 
ecclesiastical,  855. 
municipal,  855. 
created  specially  for  particular  purposes,  855,  n.,  856,  859 — 

861. 
contracts  of,  857 — 862. 
trading,  857,  859,  861. 
deed  of,  858. 

as  affected  by  part  performance,  862,  863. 
estoppel  against,  863. 
misrepresentation  by  agent  of,  864. 
forgery  of  deeds  of,  869,  870. 
dissolution  of,  870,  871. 
registration  of  title  of,  1112,  1113. 

CORPOEATION  SOLE,  225. 

COSTS, 

of  producing  documents  not  in  vendor's  possession,  27,  28, 

34,  37,  66,  86,  96,  101,  102,  645. 
of  examining  title,  28,  37,  39,  359. 

of  verification  of  abstract,  28,  37,  66,  72,  95,  99,  101,  n.,  120. 
of  conveyance,  28,  37,  548,  549,  6^5. 

when  recoverable  as  damages,  965. 
of  investigation  of  title,  28,  37,  39,  359. 

when  recoverable,  750,  949  and  note, 
of  executing  conveyance,  28,  38. 
of  concurrence  of  additional  parties,  28,  38,  56,  61,  73,  336, 

342,  547,  548,  645,  647. 
of  acknowledgment  and  undertaking,  29,  39,  616,  647. 
of  stamping  unstamped  documents,  37. 
of  making  abstract,  86. 
of  proof  of  facts,  108. 
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COSTS— omiiniitiL 

on  sale  uuder  Settled  Laud  Acts,  3.'5 o,  336. 
of  registering  unregistered  assurance,  363. 
of  registration  on  sale,  372,  373,  646,  647,  1080. 
of  investigation  of  title  on  mortgage,  432,  433. 

what  included,  434,  n. 
of  engrossment  of  conveyance,  617. 
of  stamping  conveyance,  625. 
of  sale,  644—648. 

of  acknowledgment  by  married  woman,  640. 
of  vesting  order,  647. 
recovered  by  married  woman,  840. 
against  married  woman,  843,  844. 
what  recoverable  as  damages,  960,  961,  965,  966,  968,  1051, 

1052. 
of  further  assurance  under  covenant,  1042. 
of  action  against  adverse  claimant,  1052. 
on  sale  of  registered  land,  1061,  1062,  1119. 
of  statutory  declaration  as  to  matters  declared  not  to  be 

incumbrances,  1064. 
of  certified  copy  of  register,  1064. 

COUNTEECLAIM, 

for  rectification,  568,  588,  1053. 
for  specific  performance,  157,  970. 

COUNTY  COUET, 

equitable  jurisdiction  of,  894,  u. 
jimsdictiou  in  specific  performance,  1015. 

COVENANT, 

imusual,  166,  351,  1099. 

evidence  of  performance  of,  352. 

against  assignment  of  leaseholds,  358-- 360. 

running  with  reversion,  379. 

land,  384,  385,  582—584,  1052. 
to  produce  deeds,  605,  609,  615,  1045. 
discharge  of,  909,  910. 

COVENANT  TO  BUILD, 

as  consideration  for  sale,  596. 
specific  performance  of,  994,  995. 

COVENANTS  FOE  TITLE, 
what  usual,  38,  575. 
how  abstracted,  93. 
remedy  on,  333,  1029  sf/. 
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COVENANTS  FOE  TITLE— continued 
on  sale  under  Settled  Land  Act,  334,  n. 
effect  of,  455,  570,  571. 
limitation  of,  567,  569. 
for  right  to  convey,  575,  1029,  1032—1034,  1036,  1037,  1046, 

1047. 
for  quiet  enjoyment,   575,   1029,    1034,   1036—1042,   1047, 

1048,  1049. 

for  freedom  from  incumbrances,  575,  1029,  1034,  1036,  1037, 
1038,  1049. 

for  further  assurance,  575,  1029,  1042,  1045. 

by  cestiii-que-triist,  578. 

by  trustee  in  bankruptcy,  578,  579. 

by  trustee  or  mortgagee,  578,  580. 

on  sale  under  power,  579. 

on  sale  by  Court,  580. 

statutory,  581—583,  585,  586. 

by  whom  enforceable,  582,  583,  586,  587,  1052,  1053. 

on  sale  of  equitable  estate,  583,  584. 

obtained  by  fraud,  584,  1053,  1054. 

on  sale  of  copyholds,  586,  587. 

where  title  defective,  588,  589,  1052,  1053. 

on  sale  of  lunatic's  property,  808. 

on  sale  of  registered  land,  1062,  1092—1096. 

by  mortgagee,  1119,  1122,  1123, 
1125. 
COVERTUEE,  effect  of,  on  Statutes  of  Limitation,  944. 
And  see  Wife. 

CEEDITOE, 

rights  of,  against  land  of  deceased  debtor,  183 — 186,  190, 
191. 

avoidance  of  voluntary  conveyance  by,  374,  375. 
of  married  woman,  841. 

CEOPS,  pending  contract,  41,  451. 

CEOSS-EXAMINATION,  1016. 

CEOWN, 

grants  from,  78,  82,  388. 

how  proved,  121. 
escheat  to,  176,  197. 
debts  to,  183,  195,  209,  511—515. 

by  simple  contract,  515. 

search  for,  511,  512,  527. 
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CROWN— co7itinued. 

limitation  against,  214. 

lien  of,  for  estate  duty,  239. 

right  of  presentation  to  benefice,  392. 

forfeiture  to,  811,  854. 

alienation  of  lands  by,  855. 

rights  of,  on  dissolution  of  corporation,  871. 

liability  of  servants  of,  986. 

CURTESY,  176,  194,  195,  820,  1038. 
of  copyholds,  177. 
effect  of  divorce,  826. 
of  wife's  separate  estate,  830. 
notice  of,  on  land  register,  1070,  1071. 

CUSTOM, 

of  manor,  177,  178. 

of  London,  as  to  married  women,  835,  836. 

CUSTOMARY  FREEHOLDS,  183,  190,  370,  u.,  823,  1117. 


DAMAGES, 

action  for,  30,  31,  446,  935,  957—976. 

measure  of,  30,  31,  751,  n.    And  see  Measure  of  Damages 

for  loss  of  bargain,  30,  31,  958,  961,  96S. 

for  breach  of  contract  to  lend  monej',  434  and  note. 

for  minerals  wrongfully  gotten,  442,  n. 

for  negligence  of  vendor  pending  contract,  446. 

recovered  by  married  woman,  843. 

what  recoverable  by  vendor,  957 — 961. 

pm-chaser,  961—969. 
equitable  right  to,  969,  n. 

DANGEROUS  STRUCTURE  notice,  355,  455. 

DATE  OF  DEEDS,  1135,  n. 

DEATH, 

proof  of,  28,  104,  113,  114,  125,  139. 
devolution  of  land  on,  174 — 197. 

powers  or  trusts  on,  281 — 289. 
partnership  property  on,  410. 
effect  of,  on  conveyances  to  charitable  uses,  394,  395,  398,  n. 
400. 
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DEATH — coutinittd. 

of  vendor  pending  contract,  461 — 473. 

of  purchaser,  464,  473 — 477. 

effect  of,  on  authority  of  agent,  649,  650,  985. 

on  action  of  deceit,  748,  749. 
of  convict,  811. 

DEATH  DUTIES,  140,  198—248. 
receipt  for,  140,  235,  248,  603. 

DEBENTURE,  sale  in  action  on,  415,  n. 

DEBTS, 

charge  of,  on  land,  145,  175,  n.,  183,  187—189. 

liability  of  land  for,  on  death  of  owner,  178,  183—186,  190, 

191,  192. 
sale  for  payment  of,  179,  185,  271,  272. 
to  Crown,  183,  185,  209,  221,  511—515. 
deduction  of,  for  purposes  of  estate  duty,  224,  n. 
of  purchaser,  liability  of  land  for,  440. 
provable  in  bankruptcy,  478. 

DECEASED  WIFE'S  SISTER,  827,  n. 

DECEIT, 

action  of,  578,  723,  729,  738,  739—742,  748,  749,  934,  949, 
980,  982,  1026. 
for  fraud  of  agent,  740,  864. 
against  married  woman,  845. 
against  corporation,  864. 

DECLARATION, 

as  to  family  matters,  104,  105. 
against  interest.  111,  127. 
And  see  Statutory  Declaration. 

DECLARATION  OF  TRUST  of  leaseholds  subject  to  covenant 
against  assignment,  360. 

DEED, 

recitals  in,  109, 

proof  of,  109. 

exercise  of  power  by,  303,  313. 

necessity  of,  394. 

date  of,  1135,  n. 
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DEED  OF  ARRANGEMENT, 
search  for,  511,  525,  526,  1143. 
registration  of,  525. 

DEFAULT, 

interest  in  case  of,  41,  42,  (52,  73,  74,  632,  633. 
what  is,  57  and  note. 

in  taking  possession,  447,  448,  449  and  note, 
in  completing  contract,  453,  45J,  631. 
And  see  Wilful  Default. 

DEFECTIVE  CONVEYANCE,  equitable  supplement  of,  1055, 
1056. 

DEFECTIVE  EXECUTION  of  powers,  304,  838. 

DEFECTIVE  TITLE, 

unknown  to  vendor,  162. 

sale  with  notice  of,  163,  698,  1053. 

DEFENCES, 

to  action  for  breach  of  contract,  973 — 975. 

of  specific  performance,  990 — 1011. 

DEFINITIONS, 
sale,  1,  277. 
open  contract,  15. 
good  root  of  title,  35,  87. 
succession,  203,  n. 
competent  to  dispose,  209. 
interest  in  expectancy,  236  and  note, 
ground  rent,  377. 
land  charge,  386,  n.,  523. 
good  marketable  title,  435. 
misrepresentation,  722. 
assurance,  776,  n. 
purchase,  784,  785. 
power  simply  collateral,  789,  n. 

DELAY, 

in  carrying  out  contract,  40,  934. 

in  completion,  41,  42,  934. 

in  examining  title,  53. 

in  sending  abstract,  53. 

in  raising  objections  to  title,  152. 

interest  in  case  of,  631. 
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DELIVERY, 

in  execution,  513,  514  and  note. 

of  title  deeds  on  completion,  602,  604,  1097,  1098. 

DEPOSIT, 

under  open  contract,  22,  47,  68. 
to  whom  paid,  22,  23,  69. 

on  sale  under  Settled  Land  Acts,  313. 
guarantee  for  performance  of  contract,  22,  69,  951  and  note, 
forfeiture  of,  22,  951,  952,  959,  960. 
on  sale  by  private  contract,  23,  69,  70. 
of  purchase-money  in  bank,  42,  50,  57,  63,  n. 
on  sales  by  auction,  47. 
form  of  condition  as  to,  58,  62,  659. 

recovery  of,  24,  69,  70,  145,   156,  157,  165—171,  332,  641, 
750,  916,  949,  961,  964,  971,  n. 

after  act  of  bankruptcy,  481,  485. 

by  infant,  801. 

from  stakeholder,  24,  951  and  note,  960. 

in  vendor  and  purchaser  summons,  1021,  1022. 
condition  for  return  of,  on  sale  of  leaseholds,  359. 
effect  of  disclaimer  by  trustee  in  bankruptcy,  485. 
effect  of  rescission  of  contract,  949,  951  and  note,  956. 
of  land  certificate,  1071,  1072. 

DESCENT,  84,  176,  194. 
evidence  of,  105. 
right  to  dower,  175. 
of  estate  of  copyholder,  177. 
of  estate  of  mortgagee,  180. 
And  see  Ixtestact,  Deyolijtiox  on  Death. 

DESCPJPTION, 

of  parties  to  contract,  4,  5. 

error  in.     See  Mistake. 

of  property  in  conveyance,  557,  558. 

DESTRUCTION  of  title  deeds,  86. 

DETERIORATION, 

of  property  pending  contract,  446 — 449,  634,  959. 

before  contract,  696,  697. 

effect  of,  on  right  to  rescind,  745,  746,  903. 
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DEVISE, 

effect  of,  176. 

of  estate  ^ntr  uidre  vie,  111. 

of  copyholds,  177,  178. 

of  trust  estates,  285 — 287,  462. 

of  lands  subject  to  contract  of  sale,  462,  47 1  and  note. 

how  affected  by  subsequent  contract,  407. 

to  corporation,  852,  n. 

DEVISEE, 

sale  of  land  by,  184,  185,  187. 
when  entitled  to  execute  trust,  283,  284. 
effect  of  registered  conveyance  by,  365. 
position  of,  under  unregistered  will,  365. 
conveyance  of  vendor's  interest  by,  462,  463. 
of  purchaser, 

when  liable  under  contract,  477  and  note. 

right  of,  to  have  purchase  money  raised,  476,  477. 
of  vendor,  breach  of  covenant  for  quiet  enjoj'ment  by,  1038. 

DEVOLUTION  ON  DEATH,  174—197. 

of  powers  or  trusts,  281 — 289. 
of  copyholds,  350,  472. 

of  legal  estate  in  partnership  property,  409,  410,  413. 
of  benefit  of  contract,  461. 
of  vendor's  interest  in  land  sold,  462 — 469. 
of  vendor's  lien,  467. 
of  burthen  of  contract,  473,  477. 

of  right  to  rescind  contract  for  fraud  or  misrej)resentation, 

747. 

diu'ess  or  undue  influence, 
766. 

relative  equitable  disabilitj', 
899. 
of  right  of  action  for  deceit,  748 — 750. 
of  right  to  avoid  contract  made  by  lunatic,  803. 
of  wife's  separate  estate,  821,  830. 
of  property  of  divorced  wife,  826. 

DILAPIDATIONS,  354. 

DIRECTOE, 

liability  of,  for  misrepresentation,  733,  n. 
sale  of  company's  property  to,  890. 
contract  of,  with  company,  890,  894. 

w.— II.  '  39 
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DISCHARGE, 

in  bankruptcy,  478,  482,  488. 

discliarge  of  contract  by,  482,  488,  921. 

of  right  of  action  by,  942,  943,  1055. 
of  incumbrances,  payment  into  Court,  549,  550. 
of  contract,  907—946. 

before  breach,  907—922. 

by  mutual  assent,  907—913,  1020. 

by  express  waiver,  908 — 910. 

by  implied  waiver,  910 — 913. 

by  non-fulfilment  of  condition,  908,  913—921. 

for  impossibility  of  performance,  907,  916 — 921,  1020. 

in  consequence  of  bankruptcy,  907,  921,  922,  1020. 

by  performance,  922,  923,  1020,  1021,  1055. 

after  breach,  933—940. 

jurisdiction  as  to,  in  vendor  and  purchaser  summons, 
1020,  1021. 
of  obligations  arising  from  breach  of  contract,  940 — 945. 
of  registered  incumbrances,  1066 — 1070. 
instrument  of,  1067. 


DISCLAIMER, 

by  executor,  193,  n. 

by  trustees,  193,  n.,  281,  282,  888. 

evidence  of,  282,  n.,  785. 

of  powers  or  trusts,  281,  282,  289—291. 

by  trustee  in  bankruptcy,  479,  480,  484,  486,  921. 

of  conveyance,  667,  n. 

by  infant,  785,  799. 

by  married  woman,  821. 


DISCLOSURE, 

of  trusts,  90,  91,  249—252. 
of  charitable  trusts,  397. 
of  latent  defects,  685,  n. 

duty  of,  where  presumption  of  undue  influence  exists,  760, 
761,  876. 
between  trustee  and  cestui-qiie-trust,  879,  880. 
on  sale  to  company,  890,  891. 
by  Court,  895. 
And  see  Concealment. 
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DISENTAILING  DEED,  315,  319,  320,  322,  330. 
as  root  of  title,  88. 
proof  of  enrolment,  122. 
searclifor,  330,  511,  526,  530,  536. 
by  infant,  792. 
by  married  woman,  830,  n. 
under  covenant  for  further  assurance,  1044. 

DISSEISOE,  title  of,  85,  571  and  note. 

DISSOLUTION, 

of  partnership,  412. 

sale  by  Court,  414,  n. 
of  corporation,  870,  871. 

DISTRESS,  357,  360,  361,  377,  384. 
by  tenant  by  elegit,  515,  n. 
power  of,  on  sale  in  consideration  of  rent-charge,  595,  597. 

DIVOECE,  820,  825,  826. 

DOCUMENTS, 

connection  of,  as  memorandum  under  Statute  of  Frauds, 

5—7. 
what  handed  over  to  purchaser,  29,  38,  99,  602. 
as  evidence  of  title,  83 — 85. 
what  abstracted,  90. 
proof  of,  96—98. 
in  public  custody,  99 — 101. 
notice  of,  108. 
effect  of  recital  of.  111. 

DONATIO  MORTIS  CAUSA,  220. 

DOUBTFUL  TITLE,  107,  158,   168,  331,  332,  360,  430,  905, 
906,  971—973,  1005—1011. 

DOWER,  133,  174,  175,  194,  195,  1038. 
of  equitable  estates,  180. 
notice  of,  on  land  register,  1070,  1071. 

DRAINAGE  CHARGES,  142,  519. 

DRUNKEN  PERSONS,  809,  810. 

39  (2) 
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DURESS,  755,  756,  766—769,  779,  933,  951,  975. 

DUEHAM, 

search  for  lis  pendens  in,  524. 

equitable  jurisdiction  of  Chancery  Court,  894,  n. 

DURHAM  UNIVERSITY,  399,  405,  n. 


EARTHQUAKE  pending  completion,  441. 

EASEMENTS, 

sale  or  creation  of,  383. 

over  registered  land,  1108—1110. 
what  included  in  conveyance,  562 — 565. 
right  to,  by  implication,  566. 
as  breach  of  covenant  for  right  to  convey,  1033. 

ELECTION, 

to  take  in  specie  lands  subject  to  trust  for  sale,  271,  297. 
as  to  avoidance  of  conveyance  for  fraud,  744 — 746. 
by  married  woman,  848 — 851. 
between  remedies,  970. 

ELEGIT,  489,  491,  515  and  note,  531,  539,  1129. 

ENDORSEMENT, 

of  memorandum  of  conveyance  on  retained  title  deed,  615. 
of  receipt  on  conveyance,  616. 

ENEMY,  contract  with,  773. 

ENFRANCHISED  COPYHOLDS,  SO,  81,  154. 

ENFRANCHISEMENT, 

effect  of,  80,  n. 

proof  of  award,  117  and  note. 

ENGROSSMENT  of  conveyance.  617. 

ENROLMENT, 

stated  in  abstract,  94. 

proof  of,  122,  123. 

of  assurances  to  charitable  uses,  122,  394,  396,  400. 

ENTAIL  of  copyholds,  178. 

ENTIRETIES,  tenancy  by,  832,  n. 
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EQUITABLE  ASSETS,  \Ki. 

EQUITABLE  CHARGE, 
when  abstracted,  91,  92. 
notice  of,  107,  108,  109,  173. 

EQUITABLE  ESTATE, 

stamps  on  sale  of,  25,  ii.,  621,  (522. 

title  to,  135. 

effect  of  conditions  restricting  inquiry,  172,  173. 

devolution  of,  on  death,  179,  180,  195,  196. 

in  copyholds,  196. 
estate  duty,  240. 

use  of  words  of  limitation,  574,  575. 
of  married  woman,  816,  821—823. 

EQUITABLE  MOETGAGE, 

power  of  sale,  conveyance  of  legal  estate,  343,  344. 
by  partner,  412,  413. 
priority  of,  419,  929. 

EQUITIES, 

title  to,  abstracted,  135. 

on  sale  of  equity  of  redemption,  419,  420. 

EQUITY  OF  EEDEMPTION, 

conveyance  of,  as  root  of  title,  88. 
devolution  of,  on  death,  180. 
estate  duty  on,  247. 
sale  of,  345,  346,  419—425. 

duty  on,  619. 

to  mortgagee,  763. 

subject  to  condition,  914. 

in  registered  land,  1104. 
extinction  of,  1129. 

ESCHEAT,  176,  194,  197. 
estate  duty,  after,  239. 
on  conviction,  810. 
on  outlawry,  811. 
on  dissolution  of  corporation,  870,  871. 

ESCROW,  672,  n.,  1135,  n. 
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ESTATE, 

of  grantee  to  uses,  137,  138,  574. 
of  purchaser,  573 — 575. 

ESTATE  AGENT, 

purchase  by,  890,  901. 
aiithority  of,  986. 

ESTATE  CLAUSE,  572,  573. 

ESTATE  DUTY,  224—248. 
temporary,  223,  224. 
property  subject  to,  224 — 226. 
in  case  of  voluntary  conveyance,  225,  376. 
exemptions  from,  226 — 230. 
on  settled  property,  230. 
rates  of,  232  and  note, 
persons  accountable  for,  233. 
when  payable,  233,  234. 
on  real  property,  234. 
charge  of,  234,  235,  239,  296. 

on  death  of  trustee,  253 — 256. 
mortgage  for,  235. 

certificate  of  discharge,  235,  236,  248. 
commutation  of,  236. 
comparison  with  succession  duty,  236  sq, 
priority  of,  238,  239,  323. 
on  sale  of  remainder  or  reversion,  239,  382. 
on  property  subject  to  general  power,  240,  243,  244. 
on  leaseholds,  240,  241,  243. 
on  lands  devised  in  trust  for  sale,  241 — 243,  296. 
on  property  subject  to  special  power  of  appointment,  245. 
on  death  of  joint  tenant,  245,  256. 

mortgagee,  252 — 256. 
how  borne  as  between  persons  beneficially  entitled,  245,  246. 
charged  on  registered  land,  1089,  1090. 

ESTATE  TAIL, 

descent  of,  177,  195,  465. 

liability  of,  for  debts,  195. 

effect  of  death  on  contract  for  sale  of,  465. 

in  copyholds,  817  and  note. 

of  married  woman,  separate  property,  822. 
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ESTOPPEL,  637,  655,  666,  n.,  667,  n.,  1051. 

by  recitals,  110,  550,  551  and  note,  1056,  1057. 

of  mortgagee,  421 

by  manifestation  of  intention,  668,  670  and  note,  673,  676, 

678,  679,  691,  692. 
by  negligence,  673. 

from  proving  error  as  to  person,  676,  677. 
by  representation,  744,  929. 
by  use  of  forged  instrument,  754. 
of  lunatic,  806,  n. 
of  married  woman,  847,  848. 
against  corporation,  863. 
by  receipt,  925,  n. 
by  judgment,  943,  970,  971,  976. 

ETON  COLLEGE,  399. 

EVENTS,  what  stated  in  abstract,  87,  90. 

EVICTION  by  title  paramount,  371,  1031  and  note,  1032. 

EVIDENCE, 

of  title,  75—128. 

of  contents  of  abstract,  95  sq. 

costs  of,  95,  99,  108,  139. 

of  facts,  95,  104,  139. 

how  diiferent  from  evidence  in  Court,  96. 

of  documents  thirty  years  old,  96. 

of  execution  of  documents,  96 — 98. 

of  documents  in  official  custody,  99 — 101. 

examined  copies,  100. 

office  copies,  100,  101. 

certified  copies,  100. 

that  events  did  not  happen,  104,  105. 

of  intestacy,  105. 

as  to  avoidance  of  voluntary  conveyance,  105,  375. 

as  to  exercise  of  power  of  i-evocation,  105. 

by  recitals,  109—112. 

by  statutory  declaration.  111,  112. 

irregular  evidence,  113,  114. 

of  identity,  115,  116. 

on  sales  under  Settled  Land  Acts,  329 — 331. 

of  validity  of  lease,  352 — 354,  357. 

on  sale  of  ixnderlease,  357,  358. 
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EYlBE^CE—conUmied. 

on  sale  of  rent-charge,  ^583,  384. 

of  validity  of  conveyance  apparently  voidable,  90o,  906. 

on  vendor  and  pui'cliaser  summons,  1016. 

on  sale  of  registered  land,  1059—1061,  1063  —  1066,  1067, 

1069. 
on  registration  of  charity  lands,  1114. 

EXAMINATION  of  title-deeds  with  abstract,  114,  115,  140. 

EXAMINED  COPY, 
definition,  100. 
use  of,  in  litigation,  100,  120. 
of  coui't  rolls,  119. 
of  chirograph  of  fine,  124. 
of  common  recovery,  126. 

EXCHANGE, 

proof  of  order,  1 23. 
under  power  of  sale,  277. 
of  settled  land,  292. 

with  tenant  for  life,  889. 

EXECUTION, 

how  stated  in  abstract,  94. 

of  power,  94,  302—347. 

evidence  of,  96 — 99,  115. 

of  missing  document,  122. 

of  will,  128,  303. 

of  judgments,  489 — 491. 

of  conveyance,  648. 

without  payment  of  purchase  money,  by  attorney,  649 — 651, 

960. 
of  transfer  of  registered  land,  1077,  n.,  1090,   1091,  1110, 

iin. 

EXECUTOR, 

devolution  of  land  to,  177,   178,  179,  186—189,  189—197, 

284,  285,  464,  465. 
sale  of  land  by,  179,  185-189,  190,  193,  285,  287  and  note, 
288,  290. 
to  himself,  887,  888. 
liability  of,  for  estate  duty,  233,  240,  241,  245, 
when  entitled  to  sublet  leaseholds,  278,  n. 
of  trustee,  when  entitled  to  execute  trust,  283,  285 — 287. 
right  to  pay  statute-barred  debt,  943. 
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EXEMPLIFICATION,  100,  120,  121,  124,  126. 

EXPENSES.     See  Costs. 

EXPRESS  CONTRACT  to  make  title,  164,  354,  ;}56,  638. 

FACTS, 

wliat  stated  in  abstract,  87,  90. 

•what  evidence  required  of ,  104 — 108,  139. 

cost  of  proving,  108,  109,  139. 

recital  of,  556. 

FAMILY,  evidence  as  to,  104,  105,  111. 

FAMILY  SETTLEMENT  as  root  of  title,  89. 

FEE  SIMPLE, 

title  to  be  made  to,  34,  75,  n. 
devolution  of,  on  death,  175,  176. 

FELONY,  810,  811. 

FEOFFMENT,  790,  791. 

FINE, 

proof  of,  124. 

on  admittance  to  copyholds,  175,  349,  350,  451. 

by  married  woman,  816,  817. 

FIRE, 

pending  contract,  439,  441,  918. 
insurance  against,  442 — 446. 
before  contract,  696. 

FIRM.    See  Partnebship. 

FIRST  REFUSAL,  469,  n. 

FIXTURES,  50,  51,  59,  70,  660. 

FLOOD, 

pending  contract,  439,  441. 
before  contract,  696. 

FORECLOSURE,  ' 

effect  of,  on  power  of  sale,  346,  347. 

opening  of,  347. 

sale  in  action  for,  415,  n. 

stamps  on  order  for,  622. 

under  registered  charge,  1126. 
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FOREIGN  MARRIAGE,  851,  852. 

FOREIGN  PRINCIPAL,  liability  of  agent  of,  978,  979. 

FORFEITURE, 

of  deposit,  22,  951  and  note,  952,  953,  959,  960. 
of  lease  for  breach  of  covenant,  352 — 354,  356,  362. 

waiver  of,  353. 
on  conviction,  810. 
of  outlaw's  property,  811,  812. 
for  alienation  into  mortmain,  853. 

FORGERY,  754,  755. 

precautions  against,  649,  1079,  n. 
of  transfer  of  registered  land,  1116. 

FORM, 

of  contract,  3. 

of  appointment  under  power,  302—307. 

of  assiu-ance  of  land  to  charity,  394,  395. 

of  conveyance,  546  sq. 

of  contract  of  corporation,  858—862,  868,  869. 

of  vendor  and  purchaser  summons,  1025. 

FRANCHISE,  383. 

FRAUD, 

contract  not  put  into  writing  on  account  of,  9. 

as  exception  to  rule  of  constructive  notice,  260 — 265. 

in  execution  of  power,  305,  901,  n.,  1010. 

as  affecting  priorities  by  registration,  366. 

effect  of,  on  contracts,  468,  667,  671,  673. 

as  against  assigns  of  contractor,  675,  748. 
relief  against,  577,  578. 

covenants  for  title  obtained  by,  584,  1035,  1053,  1054. 
precautions  against,  649. 
by  concealment  of  facts,  684,  686. 
by  acceptance  of  mistaken  offer,  690,  691,  718,  719. 
at  common  law,  723 — 728. 
in  equity,  728—731. 

as  defence  to  action  on  contract,  723,  728,  912,  990. 
as  ground  for  rescission,  723,  728,  779,  845,  899,  901,  932, 

1026. 
damages  for,  751. 

by  representation  that  infant  is  of  full  age,  788,  789. 
liability  of  married  woman,  845—847. 
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FRAUDS,  STATUTE  OF.    See  Statute  of  Frauds. 

FREEBENCII,  175,  n.,  177. 

FREEDOM  FROM  INCUMBRANCES, 
covenant  for,  575,  1029,  1036. 
breacli  of,  1035,  1037. 

measure  of  damages,  1049. 

FREEHOLD, 

length  of  title,  76,  79,  81,  153,  154. 
title  to,  on  sale  of  leaseholds,  77,  79—82. 
devolution  on  death,  176,  177. 

pending  contract,  462—465,  472,  475. 
of  married  woman,  816. 

FRIENDLY  SOCIETY,  873. 

FURTHER  ASSURANCE,   covenant  for,    1029,    1042—1046, 
1055. 


GAMING  CONTRACTS,  776. 

GAVELKIND, 

descent  of  lands,  177. 
feoffment  by  infant,  790. 

GENERAL  DEVISE,  189,  462. 
as  root  of  title,  87. 
effect  of,  on  estates  held  in  trust  or  mortgage,  180. 

on  lands  subject  to  contract  for  sale,  439,  n.,  462, 

474,  475,  476. 
on  claim  to  rescind  contract  for  fraud,  747. 

GENERAL  ENGAGEMENTS  of  married  woman,  821,  822, 
838,  839,  840. 

GENERAL  POWER  OF  APPOINTMENT,  189,  190,  199. 
estate  duty,  240,  243. 

GENERAL  WORDS,  561,  562. 

GIFT, 

where  presumption  of  undue  influence  exists,  759,  876. 

by  infant,  786,  n. 
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GOOD  LEASEHOLD  TITLE,  928,  1061,  n.,  1064,  1065,  1066, 
1073,  1086,  1098. 
rights  of  purcliaser  of,  1098. 

GOOD  MARKETABLE  TITLE,  435,  972,  973. 

GROUND  EENT, 

when  objection  to  title,  141,  142,  351. 
definition  of,  377  and  note, 
sale  of,  377 — 379. 
apportionment  of,  627. 

GUAEDIAN, 

liability  of,  for  estate  duty,  233. 
transactions  of,  with  ward,  758,  876,  877,  878. 
assui'ance  of  infant's  land  by,  792,  793. 


HABENDUM,  93. 

HARDSHIP,  550,   638,  679,  n.,  685,  689,  692,  693,  694,  708, 
709,  743,  765,  971,  1000,  1018. 

HEIR, 

descent  to,  176,  180,  192,  n.,  194,  462. 

HabUity  of,  to  specialty  debts,  183,  184. 

sale  by,  184,  185. 

of  trustee,  when  entitled  to  execute  trust,  283,  284. 

power  to  avoid  unregistered  conveyances  and  wills,  365,  368 

conveyance  of  vendor's  estate  by,  462. 

breacb  of  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment  bj',  1038. 

liability  of,  u.nder  covenant  for  further  assurance,  1043. 

HOLDING  OVER,  12. 

HOLDING  TITLE,  161,  165,  168. 

HOTEL,  conditional  sale  of,  917,  918. 

HUSBAND, 

when  exempted  from  estate  duty,  228,  229. 

settlement  estate  duty,  231. 
liability  of,  on  vdfe's  conti-act,  493. 

concurrence  of,  in  wife's  conveyance,  494,  544,  816 — 819, 
822—824,  830,  838. 
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IDENTITY, 

proof  of,  28,  34,  36,  115,  116,  138,  139,  436. 

of  persons,  125. 

condition  as  to,  54,  55,  115,  116. 

form  of,  60,  661. 

in  private  contract,  72,  661. 

effect  of,  171. 

ILLEGALITY,  770—783,  971,  975,  990. 
supervening,  782,  783,  939. 

IMMOEALITY  in  contract,  772. 

IMPLIED  CONDITIONS, 
in  open  contract,  34 — 42. 
by  statute,  35,  39,  40,  79,  80. 
in  contract  for  sale  of  leaseholds,  352,  353. 
underlease,  357. 

IMPLIED  WAIVER  of  contract,  910—913. 

IMPOSSIBILITY  OF  PEEEOEMANCE,  783. 

discharge  of  contract  by,  907,  916—921,  939,  1020. 
supervening,  919 — 921. 

IMPRISONMENT  of  married  woman  for  debt,  841. 

IMPEOVEMENTS, 
charges  for,  142. 

pending  contract,  441,  443,  447,  966,  967. 
recovery  of  compensation  for,  1049,  1050. 

IMPUEE  PEESONALTY,  398,  403. 

INADEQUACY  OF  PEICE,  382,  763,  764,  799,  941,  997,  999. 
on  sale  of  reversion,  382,  765,  766. 

INCAPACITY 
of  trustee,  416. 

pending  contract,  461. 
of  persons  entitled  after  vendor's  death,  469. 
of  parties  to  conveyance,  544. 
And  see  Capacity. 

INCLOSUEE,  award  of,  118. 
INCOMPLETENESS  OF  CONTEACT,  989,  n. 
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INCOEPOEEAL  HEEEDITAMENTS, 
length  of  title  to,  79  and  note,  383. 
registration  of  title  to,  370,  1105. 
sale  of,  383—393, 
asairrance  of,  to  charity,  398. 

INCUMBEANCE, 
inquiry  for,  267. 
created  before  first  registration,  368,  928,  1067,  1091,  1092, 

1106,  1117,  1118—1121. 
priority  of,  419—423. 

conveyance  where  lands  subject  to,  547,  548. 
discharge  of,  by  payment  into  Court,  549,  550. 
notice  of,  before  payment  of  purchase-money,  553. 
sale  subject  to,  567,  570,  1102—1105. 
covenant  against,  1033,  1036,  1093. 
prior  to  first  registration,  1061,  1066,  1067,  1068,  1086, 1092, 

1104,  1117,  1118—1121. 
on  registered  land,  1066—1070. 
sale  under  power  in,  1117,  1118 — 1123. 

INCUMBEANCEE,  payment  to,  651,  654. 
INDEMNITY, 

against  defect  in  title,  588. 

when  purchaser  entitled  to,  590. 

by  purchaser,  590 — 595,  1100. 

on  sale  of  land  subject  to  restrictive  conditions,  592 — 594. 
charge,  594,  595. 

against  liability  on  covenant  for  production,  605. 

specific  performance  with,  644. 

on  rectification  of  land  register,  1113,  1115,  1116. 
INDEPENDENT  ADVICE,  761,  763. 
INDOESED  EECEIPT,  616,  617  and  note,  925  and  note. 
INDOESEMENT  of  licence  to  sell  intoxicating  liquors,  425. 
INDUSTEIAL  SOCIETY,  869. 

INEQUALITY  asgi-oundforrescissionof  contract,  762 — 764, 997. 
INFANCY, 

effect  of,  on  period  of  limitation,  944. 

as  breach  of  covenant  for  right  to  convey,  1034. 

INFANT, 

trustee,  conveyance  of  legal  estate,  416,  417. 
mortgage  of  estate  of,  433,  n. 
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mFAl^T—cvidinned. 

vesting  order,  470,  n. 
capacity  of,  785 — 801. 
conveyance  by,  785,  786. 

wlien  valid,  789—792. 
marriage  settlement  of,  786,  791,  797,  830. 
gift  by,  786,  787. 
mortgage  by,  787,  795. 
exercise  of  powers  by,  789. 

covenant  of,  to  settle  after-acquired  property,  791. 
executor,  792. 

lease  and  sale  of  lands  of,  792 — 794. 
contracts  of,  794—798,  800. 
specific  performance  in  favour  of,  797,  798,  1001. 

INHIBITION,  1070,  1073,  1077,  1081,  1083,  1087,  1090,  1100. 

INJUNCTION, 

in  action  of  specific  performance,  452. 
against  waste  by  purchaser  in  possession,  458. 

INNOCENT   MISREPRESENTATION,   723,   724,   730,   731, 
732,  743,  933,  990,  997,  998,  1018. 

INQUIRY,  140,  141,  536—541. 

as  to  payment  of  debts,  189,  271,  272. 

what  made  on  sale,  265,  266,  536,  538. 

as  to  incumbrances,  267. 

as  to  notice  to  trustees  on  sale  of  settled  land,  308. 

as  to  existence  of  trustees  for  purposes  of  Settled  Land 

Acts,  310. 
as  to  exceptions  out  of  power  of  conveyance  under  Settled 

Land  Acts,  329,  333. 
on  sale  under  power  in  mortgage,  339 — 341. 
of  tenant,  on  sale  of  reversion,  378,  381,  n. 
rent-cbarge,  383,  384. 
by  purchaser  of  equity  of  redemption,  421,  422. 
on  transfer  of  mortgage,  437. 
on  marriage  pending  contract,  495. 
as  to  title  in  action  of  specific  perfonnance,  1005  and  note, 

1006,  1012. 
on  sale  of  registered  land,  1088,  1089. 
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INaUISITION, 

as  to  Crown  debts,  512. 

in  lunacy,  803,  805,  806,  808. 

INSOLVENCY  of  vendor,  24. 

INSPECTION  before  taking  possession,  5.39,  540. 

INSUEANCE  against  fire,  442—446. 

INTEREST, 

on  deposit,  22,  23,  949,  note,  950,  964,  1021. 

when  payable,  41,  42,  383,  449,  453,  457,  459,  626,  630—633, 

753. 
when  avoided  by  payment  of  price  into  bank,  42,  50,  57, 

63  and  note, 
condition  for,  50,  57,  63  and  note,  631. 
form  of,  62. 

in  private  contract,  73,  74,  662,  663. 
in  lieu  of  notice  to  redeem  mortgage,  131. 
on  estate  duty,  234. 
on  sale  of  reversion,  383. 
advowson,  393. 
wbere  contract  rescinded,  752,  768,  897,  903,  916,  949,  950. 
in  action  for  breach  of  covenants  for  title,  1048,  1049,  1050. 

INTERMEDIATE  TRUSTEES,  when  necessary  parties,  543, 
544. 

INTESTACY, 
proof  of,  105. 
devolution  on,  175,  177,  179,  180,  189,  192  and  note,  194, 

197,  350,  462,  466,  468. 
of  bare  trustee,  181. 
title  on,  192,  368  and  note, 
legacy  duty,  200. 
succession  duty,  204. 
registration  of  affidavit  of,  367,  368,  n. 
of  trustee,  470,  n. 
of  purchaser,  474. 
of  divorced  wife,  826. 
of  married  woman,  830. 

INVESTIGATION  OF  TITLE, 
costs  of,  28,  37,  39,  359. 

when  recoverable  from  vendor,  30,  750,  949,  965, 
1021,  1022. 
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INVESTIGATION  OF  TITL'E— continued. 
how  carried  out,  29,  30. 
probate  duty,  199. 
on  mortgage,  436. 
on  transfer  of  mortgage,  436,  437. 

to  registered  land,  1068,  1069,  1101,  1102,  UOS,  1109,  1111, 
1118,  1122, 1123. 

IREEGULAE  EVIDENCE,  113,  114. 

IREEVOCABLE  POWEE  OF  ATTOENEY,  050. 


JOINT  ACCOUNT  CLAUSE,  93. 

JOINT  TENANT, 

estate  duty  on  death,  of,  245. 

sale  of  undivided  share,  503. 

specific  performance  against,  503. 

right  of,  to  production  of  title  deeds,  610,  n. 

corporation,  854,  855. 

registration  of  title  of ,  1111,  1112. 

JOINTUEE, 

estate  duty,  246. 

conveyance  under  Settled  Land  Acts  free  from,  315,  320. 

JOUENEYS,  costs  of,  101  and  note,  102. 

JUDGMENT, 

charge  of,  183,  489,  511,  512,  517,  531. 

against  vendor  pending  completion,  489 — 491. 

search  for,  511—515,  531,  1087. 

against  married  woman,  841 — 844. 

merger  of  right  of  action  in,  943,  969. 

estoppel  by,  943,  970,  971,  976. 

effect  of,  969-973,  1006,  1011,  1012  and  note. 

merger  of  obligation  in,  976. 

enforcement  of,  1014,  1015. 

JUDGMENT  CEEDITOR,  sale  in  action  by,  415,  n. 
JUDICIAL  SEPAEATION,  823,  824,  836. 
JUEISDICTION  to  order  sale  of  land,  414,  415,  n. 
w.-ll.  40 
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KING-,  capacity  of  wife  of,  835. 

LACHES,  946,  990,  1001,  1003,  1004. 

LANCASTEE, 

searcli  for  lis  pendens  in,  524. 

equitable  jui'isdiction  of  Chancery  Court,  89^,  n. 

LAND  CERTIFICATE, 

production  of,  1062,  1071,  1111,  1121,  1123,  1125. 
effect  of  possession  of ,  1063,  1064,  1132. 
deposit  of,  1071,  1072. 

LAND  CHARGES,  142,  383. 
definition  of,  386,  n. 
registration  of,  386 — 388. 
search  for,  528,  533,  1087. 

LAND  EEGISTEE, 

authority  to  inspect,  1063. 
search  in,  1088. 

LAND  REGISTEATION,  search  for,  526—528. 
And  see  Eegisteeed  Lai^d. 

LAND  TAX,,  628,  1038. 

LATENT  AMBIGUITY,  677. 

LATENT  DEFECTS,  540,  541,  635,  682—684,  997. 
of  title,  685,  686,  n. 

LEASE, 

production  of,  on  sale,  78,  81,  351,  352,  1099. 

how  parallel  to  contract  of  sale,  78,  n.,  681,  n.,  701 

meaning  of,  in  contract  of  sale,  81,  n.,  130,  351. 

title  in  case  of  contract  to  grant,  82. 

as  root  of  title  to  freehold,  88. 

for  a  year,  proof  of,  124. 

of  settled  land,  292,  310,  311,  325. 

to  tenant  for  life,  889. 
remedy  under  agreement  for,  379,  380. 
.  of  charity  lands,  404,  405,  407. 
expiration  of,  pending  contract  of  sale,  448. 
of  infant's  land,  792,  793. 
to  infant,  797. 
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LEASE — continued. 

imder  power  in  Settled  Land  Acts,  889. 

in  vendor  and  purchaser  summons,  1017,  n.,  1024. 

covenant  for  validity  of,  1027,  1033. 

as  breach  of  covenant  for  right  to  convey,  1033. 

notice  of,  on  land  register,  1070,  1071. 

LEASEHOLDS, 

length  of  title  to,  77,  78,  79,  81. 

title  of  lessor,  79,  80,  81,  1098. 

meaning  of,  in  contract  of  sale,  81,  n.,  130,  351,  1098. 

duty  of  conveyancer  on  sale  of,  130. 

devolution  of,  on  death,  178,  179,  467,  477. 

probate  duty,  199. 

succession  duty,  200,  202,  n.,  204,  207,  209. 

account  duty,  220. 

additional  succession  duty,  223. 

temporary  estate  duty,  223. 

estate  duty,  240  and  note. 

power  of  executors  to  sublet,  278,  n. 

trustees  to  sublet,  279  and  note, 
sale  in  lots,  279,  n.,  362. 
purchase  of,  by  trustees,  298. 
power  of  mortgagee  to  convey,  344. 

conditions  of  sale,  351,  357,  359,  362. 

duties  of  vendor  and  purchaser  on  sale,  351 — 362. 

subject  to  covenant  against  assignment,  358 — 360. 

sale  of  part  of  demised  land,  360 — 362. 

unregistered  will  of,  367. 

registration  of  title  to,  371  and  note,  1073,  1098. 

voluntary  assignment  of,  374,  375. 

sale  of  reversion,  377,  378. 

incidence  of  rent  pending  completion,  454. 

death  of  vendor  pending  contract,  467. 

of  undischarged  banki-upt,  483,  1142. 

when  time  essential  to  contract  of  sale,  507. 

indemnity  on  sale  of,  590,  592. 

pvu'chase  of,  by  infant,  799. 

power  of  aliens  to  hold,  812  and  note. 

of  married  woman,  817,  819,  826,  830,  833. 

held  by  married  woman  on  trust,  834. 

registered  mortgage  of,  1131,  n. 
40  (2) 
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LEGACY  DUTY,  200—202. 

exemptions  from,  200,  201,  222,  231. 

LEGAL  ESTATE, 

effect  of  equitable  charges,  91,  92. 
presumption  of  conveyance  to  beneficiaries,  107. 
devolution  of,  180,  192. 

outstanding  on  relief  against  defective  execution  of  power, 
304,  305. 

on  improper  sale  under  Settled  Land  Acts,  336, 
902,  903. 
conveyance  of,  by  equitable  mortgagee,  343,  344. 
passing  by  imregistered  deed,  363,  364. 
in  leasebolds,  passing  of,  371. 

passing  of,  on  sale  of  land  in  compulsory  registration  dis- 
trict, 369,  370,  372. 

on  sale  of  charity  lands,  408,  409. 

to  new  trustees  for  charity,  409. 
in  partnership  property,  devolution  of,  409,  410. 
in  property  sold  by  order  of  Coiu't,  414 — 416. 
by  ehfjit,  489. 

effect  of  vendor  obtaining,  when  outstanding,  550—552. 
passing  by  decree  of  rectification,  720,  721. 
on  liquidation  of  company,  871,  872. 

LEGAL  TENDER,  656. 

LENGTH  OF  TITLE,  75—83. 

LESSEE, 

sale  of  lease  by,  77,  78,  79,  81,  351—362. 
inquiry  of,  on  sale  of  reversion,  378. 
sale  to,  458,  459,  460. 

LESSOE, 

forfeitui-e  by,  352—354. 

consent  of,  to  assignment  of  lease,  358 — 360. 

LETTEE, 

acceptance  by,  14,  672. 
contracts  by,  17,  33. 

LETTEES  OF  ADMINISTEATION, 
as  proof  of  intestacy,  105. 

death,  113. 
effect  of,  as  regards  land,  189,  190. 
production  of,  199. 
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LIBEL,  772. 

LICENCE, 

to  assign  leasehold,  358 — 360,  !)G2,  1100. 
in  mortmain,  853,  865. 

LICENSED  PROPERTY,  sale  of,  425,  426. 

LIEN, 

of  Crown  for  estate  duty,  239. 

of  vendor  for  price,  41,  44,  414,  n.,  438,  440  and  note,  450, 

458,  475,  476,  504  and  note,  800, 

924—931,  944,  945,  954,  956,  1015. 

enforcement  of,  44  and  note,  414,  n., 

930,  931,  954,  956,  1015. 
waiver  of,  924—927. 
on  compulsory  sale,  927. 
registration  of,  927,  928. 
when  statute  barred,  944,  945. 
of  judgments,  511,  512,  517,  531,  532. 
of  intermediate  trustees,  543,  544. 
of  purchaser,  where  contract  rescinded,  750,  950,  1012. 

for  damages,  969. 
of  lender  of  pui-chase  money,  931. 
by  deposit  of  land  certificate,  1070,  1071,  1072. 

LIFE  INTEREST  in  benefice,  389,  391. 

LIGHT,  rights  of  vendor  and  purchaser  to,  564,  566,  567. 

LIMITATION, 

of  purchaser's  estate,  573 — 575. 
of  estate  of  grantee  to  uses,  574. 

LIQUIDATED  DAMAGES,  960,  995. 

LIQUIDATOR  OF  COMPANY, 

conveyance  by,  871,  872. 
sale  by,  to  himself,  890. 

LIS  PENDENS, 

registration  of  foreclosure  proceedings  as,  347. 
search  for,  511,  523,  524,  527,  533,  1087. 
registration  of,  523,  524,  1007. 

LIVERY  OF  SEISIN,  790. 
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LOAN, 

to  infant,  795. 

lien  founded  on,  931. 

LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  BOARD,  855. 

LONDON, 

compulsory  registration  in,  369,  u. 

custom  of,  as  regards  married  woman,  835,  836. 

LOST  TITLE  DEEDS,  86,  122,  396,  616. 
land  certificate,  1062. 

LOTS, 

conveyance  of  land  in,  546,  547  and  note, 
to  whom  title  deeds  given,  605,  606. 
stamp  duty,  620,  621. 

LOTTERY,  771,  772. 

LUNACY, 

proof  of  orders  in,  121. 
vesting  order  in,  469. 

of  party,  pending  completion,  491 — 493,  805. 
effect  of,  on  power  of  attorney,  649,  650,  801,  n.,  985. 
on  period  of  limitation,  944. 

LUNATIC, 

probate  duty  on  real  estate  of,  199. 

gift  by,  801  and  note. 

power  of  attorney  of,  801,  n.,  985. 

will  of,  801,  n. 

contracts  of,  801—806. 

action  against,  803. 

specific  performance  against,  804. 

concurrence  of  husband,  819,  820. 


MAINTENANCE,  747,  749,  773—775. 

MANOR, 

proof  of  court  rolls,  119. 
registration  of  title  to,  370,  1117. 
sale  of  advowson  with,  392,  771. 
right  to  fines  pending  sale  of,  451,  n. 
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MANSION  HOUSE,  sale  of,  307,  308. 

MAP  in  land  registry,  1088. 
And  see  Plan. 

MAERIAGE, 

proof  of,  28,  104,  124,  125. 

as  affecting  title,  107. 

pending  contract,  493 — 495. 

effect  of,  on  power  of  attorney,  649,  650. 

consent  to,  756,  n. 

restraint  of,  772. 

judicial  separation,  823,  824. 

protection  order,  825. 

separation  order,  825. 

divorce,  825,  826. 

nullity  of,  827,  828. 

foreign,  851,  852. 

MAERIAGE  SETTLEMENT, 
account  duty  under,  221,  n. 
pending  contract,  495. 
covenants  for  title  in,  585  and  note,  586. 
of  infant,  786,  n.,  791,  797,  830. 

MARRIED  WOMAN.    See  Wife. 

MEASURE  OE  DAMAGES, 

for  wrongfully  getting  minerals,  442,  n. 
for  breach  of  contract  of  sale,  958—969. 

warranty  of  authority,  980,  n. 

covenants  for  title,  1046—1050. 

MEMORANDUM, 

required  by  Statute  of  Frauds,  3. 

what  is  sufficient,  5 — 7. 
when  contract  enforceable  without,  9—12. 
form  of,  33. 

on  sale  by  auction,  62,  63. 
of  acknowledgment  by  married  woman,  116. 
of  enrolment,  122. 

as  evidence,  122,  123. 
of  association,  857. 

MEMORIAL  for  registration  in  Middlesex  and  Yorkshire,  363,  n. 
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MERGER,  338,  411,  412,  n. 

effect  of,  on  succession  duty,  '211,  212,  216,  237. 

on  estate  duty,  237,  238. 
of  tithes,  338  and  notes, 
of  mortgage,  423,  424. 
of  right  of  action  in  judgment,  943,  969. 
of  obligation  in  judgment,  976. 

MIDDLESEX, 

registration  in,  44,  362 — 369. 
of  vendor's  lien,  927. 

MINERALS, 

absence  of  title  to,  as  objection  to  title,  133. 
sale  of,  by  trustees,  279. 
registration  of  title  to,  370,  1116,  1117. 
right  to,  pending  contract,  442,  451,  452. 

MINES, 

as  investment  of  trust  funds,  300. 

reservation  of,  in  conveyance  to  charitable  uses,  395,  n. 

sale  of,  507. 

by  trustees,  279. 
under  registered  land,  1060,  u.,  1064,  1065. 

MISREPRESENTATION,  352,  730—753. 
in  special  condition,  64. 
as  defence  to  specific  performance,  158,  160,  166,  540,  730, 

743,  990,  998. 
avoidance  of  contract  for,  468. 
relief  against,  540,  577,  578,  731,  732. 
as  to  easements,  563,  n. 
effect  of,  634,  635. 

as  regards  consent,  666,  667. 

at  common  law,  723 — 728. 

in  equity,  728—733. 
as  affecting  conveyance,  667,  n. 
rescission  for,  730,  732,  733,  933,  975,  1017. 
conditions  of,  733—739,  951. 
of  intention,  735. 
by  agent,  735. 

of  corporation,  864. 
by  married  woman,  845,  847. 
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MISSING  DOCUMENTS,  proper  evidence,  121,  122. 

MISTAKE,  665—721,  971. 

as  affecting  specific  performance,  36,   635,  691—695,  98S, 

989,  1000. 
in  description,  condition  as  to,  55. 
in  map  or  plan,  558,  n.,  711. 
as  affecting  consent,  666,  667. 
unHateral  mistake,  668,  672,  710—719. 
in  equity,  691 — 693. 
estoppel,  668,  670  and  note,  672,  673. 
as  to  the  nature  of  a  transaction,  671. 
as  to  the  effect  of  a  legal  docimient,  673. 
as  to  personality  of  other  party  to  contract,  676,  677. 
as  to  property  sold,  677. 
as  to  price,  677,  679. 
as  to  quality,  680 — 691 . 
in  expression  of  consent,  697  sq. 

MISTAKE  OF  FACT,  recovery  of  money  paid  under,  695,  755 
and  note,  1028. 

MISTAKE  OF  LAW,  recovery  of  money  paid  under,  779  and 
note. 

MOETGAGE, 

as  objection  to  title,  131,  132. 

by  executor  for  payment  of  debts,  179. 

for  payment  of  estate  duty,  235,  246. 

by  tenant  for  life,  to  discharge  incumbrances,  294. 

of  his  estate,  324,  325. 
effect  of,  on  sale  under  Settled  Land  Acts,  317,  324—328. 
for  raising  portions,  325,  326. 
by  remainderman,  326,  327,  330 — 333. 
of  copyholds,  343,  344. 
of  leaseholds  by  demise,  372. 
of  advowson,  391. 

assiu-ance  to  charity  of  money  secured  by,  398. 
of  charity  lands,  404,  407. 
by  partner,  412,  413. 
investigation  of  title  on,  432 — 437. 
transfer  of,  436,  437. 
of  benefit  of  contract,  499—503. 
by  company,  529. 
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MORTGAGE— co?(^i»  ued. 

following  purcliase,  552,  553. 

where  land  registered,  1125, 1133 — 1136. 

unregistered  land  in  compulsory  regis- 
tration district,  1136 — 1139. 
by  infant,  787,  795. 
by  corporation,  853. 
effect  of,  on  vendor's  lien,  926. 
as  breach  of  covenant  for  right  to  convey,  1033. 
of  registered  land,  1125 — 1133. 

MORTGAGEE, 

costs  of  production  of  title-deeds  in  possession  of,  102. 
concuiTence  of,  in  conveyance,  145,  146,  325. 
devolution  of  estate  of,  on  death,  180 — 183. 
sale  by,  under  power,  247,  338  sq.,  345. 

after  foreclosure,  346. 

to  himself,  345,  884,  891. 

terms  of  reconveyance,  898. 
right  to  possession  of  title-deeds,  330. 
of  remainderman,  rights  of,  333. 
duty  of,  344. 
power  of  sale,  435. 

how  far  entitled  to  require  rebuilding  after  fire,  444,  445. 
when  entitled  to  specific  performance,  502. 
conveyance  by,  558,  559. 
release  of  part  of  security  by,  559 — 561. 
covenants  for  title  by,  579. 
acknowledgment  and  undertaking  by,  612,  613. 
pxrrchase  of  ecxuity  of  redemption  by,  from  mortgagor,  763. 
married  woman,  833. 
sale  of  registered  land  by,  111  7 —  1 1 25. 
remedies  of,  under  registered  charge,  1125 — 1130. 

MORTGAGOR, 

devolution  of  estate  of,  on  death,  180. 
concun'ence  of,  on  sale  under  power,  342. 
sale  by,  to  mortgagee,  763. 

MORTMxVIN, 

conveyance  into,  393,  394. 

to  corporation,  394,  852 — 854. 
exemptions  from  law  of,  399 — 401. 
registration  of  land,  1112. 
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MOTIVE,  735,  739,  n. 

MUNICIPAL  COEPOEATION,  capacity  of,  to  alienate  lands, 
855. 

MUNIMENTS  OF  TITLE.    See  Title  Deeds. 
MUSIC-HALL,  conditional  sale  of,  917,  918,  920. 
MUTUALITY  OF  KEMEDY,  797,  1000—1003. 

NECESSARIES,  conti^act  for,  794,  800,  n. 

NEGLIGENCE  of  vendor  pending  contract,  446. 

NEGOTIABLE  INSTEUMENT,  667,  672,  u.,  675,  941. 

NEW  TEUSTEES,  exercise  of  powers  by,  282,  291. 

NEXT  PEESENTATION, 

on  sale  of  advowson,  389,  390. 
sale  of,  390,  391. 

NOTICE, 

of  trusts,  90,  249—267,  1036,  1070,  n. 

its  effect,  135,  250. 

kept  off  title,  250. 

of  registered  land,  1073,  1082—1084. 
making  time  of  the  essence  of  the  contract,  40,  53,  508,  509, 

936. 
to  resell,  43. 

of  prior  contract,  45,  7S1,  956,  957,  976. 
to  admit  documents,  97,  98. 
of  incumbrances,  107,  108,  173,  266,  267. 
to  redeem  mortgage,  131. 
of  defective  title,  164,  354,  541,  964,  965. 
of  covenants  required  in  contract,  166,  351. 

what  is,  351,  352. 
effect  of  special  conditions,  173,  266. 
of  charge  of  estate  duty,  253 — 256. 

of  document,  how  far  notice  of  its  contents,  256,  257,  351. 
constructive  notice,  257 — 267,  554. 

of  unregistered  deeds,  362,  364  and  note, 
to  agent,  257,  259. 
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T<!0T1CE— continued. 

to  tnxstees,  of  sale  under  Settled  Land  Acts,  308,  309. 

of  lease  iinder  Settled  Land  Acts,  311. 
of  irregularity  in  case  of  sale  under  Settled  Land  Acts,  335, 

336. 
under  mortgagee's  power,  339. 
of  foreclosure  or  redemption  proceedings,  347. 
as  to  state  of  repair  of  leaseholds,  354. 
as  to  dangerous  structures,  355,  455. 
of  unregistered  assiirance,  362,  364  and  note,  366. 

by  search,  364,  n. 
of  rent- charge  or  annuity,  386. 
of  equities  attaching  to  land,  419—423. 
to  mortgagee  by  purchaser  of  equity  of  redemption,  421, 

422. 
of  restrictive  covenants,  427. 
to  mortgagor  by  transferee,  436,  437. 
of  act  of  banki-uptcy,  480,  482,  484—486,  488,  489,  1142, 

1143. 
of  bankruptcy  of  purchaser,  488,  489. 
of  judgment  against  vendor,  490. 
of  delivery  in  execution  under  unregistered  order,   491, 

515—517. 
of  mesne  incumbrances,  pending  contract,  497,  498,  553 — 

555. 
of  assignment  of  contract,  499,  500. 
of  judgments  or  Crown  debts  by  specialty,  515. 
of  annuities,  518. 
of  unregistered  land  charges,  519. 
of  Us  pendens,  524. 
of  right  of  way,  565. 

of  mistake  in  description  of  property,  694. 
of  conveyance  subject  to  suspicion  of  undue  influence,  905, 

906. 
of  exercise  of  option  to  purchase,  913. 
of  vendor's  Uen,  928,  930. 
to  vendor  of  adverse  claims,  1051. 

on  land  register,  1060,  n.,  1070,  1071,  1073,  1087,  1099, 1109, 
1110. 
effect  of,  1105,  n. 
of  unregistered  interests  in  registered  land,  1072,  1081 — 

1084. 
of  application  for  registration  of  title,  1075. 
of  charitable  trusts  of  registered  land,  1114. 
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NOTICE  TO  QUIT,  381,  448. 
NOTICE  TO  TREAT,  919,  n. 
NULLITY  OF  MAEEIAGE,  827,  828. 


OBJECTIONS  TO  TITLE,  133,  156—158,  3G1,  362,  374,  388, 
407,  417,  419,  426,  428,  481,  485,  516,  629,  681,  833,  905, 
906,  1065,  1085,  1098,  1099. 

when  to  be  made,  144,  145. 

waiver  of,  150 — 152. 

OBSCUEITY  in  special  condition,  64. 

OCCUPATION  as  evidence  of  seisin,  127. 

OCCUPATION  EENT,  42,  453  and  note,  454,  752,  768,  897,  953. 

OFEEE, 

communication  of,  13. 
revocation  of,  13. 
acceptance  of,  17. 

OFFICE  COPY, 

as  evidence,  100,  101,  607,  1095. 

of  acknowledgment  by  married  woman,  116. 

of  bankruptcy  proceedings,  119. 

of  Coiu-t  records,  120. 

of  result  of  official  searcb,  534. 

of  registered  lease,  1062  and  note. 

of  entries  in  land  register,  1064. 

OFFICIAL  SEAECH,  533—536,  1003,  1088. 

OPEN  CONTEACT, 
definition,  15. 
wlien  price  payable,  22. 
time  for  completion,  22,  37,  447,  449. 
terms  implied  in,  34 — 42. 
possession  under,  38,  40,  41. 
rule  as  to  payment  of  interest,  41,  42,  630. 
compensation  under,  66,  634 — 638. 
vendor's  reasons  for  avoiding,  67,  68. 
for  sale  of  leaseholds,  356. 
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OPEN  CONTRACT— co^fiviHccZ. 
by  tenant  in  tail,  466. 
liability  of  vendor  as  to  outgoings,  627. 
title  to  be  shown  under,  at  law,  972,  973. 
for  sale  of  registered  land,  1058 — 1065. 
leaseholds,  1098. 

OPTION  TO  PUECHASE, 

trustees  cannot  give,  280. 
conversion  by,  468,  469. 
effect  of,  468,  n. 
as  condition,  913. 

ORDER  OF  COURT, 

proof  of,  99,  120,  121. 

for  administration,  184,  185. 

for  sale  of  land,  184,  413—419. 

jurisdiction  of  Court,  414,  415  and  note. 

effect  of,  415,  416,  417. 

vesting  order,  416,  417,  469—471  and  notes,  493,  544,  806, 
1014. 

irregularity  in,  417,  418. 

for  purchaser  in  possession  to  pay  price  or  give  up  posses- 
sion, 459,  460. 

OUTGOINGS, 

vendor's  duty  to  discharge,  41,  142,  355. 
pending  completion,  41,  355,  440,  447,  453 — 456. 
apportionment  of,  41,  456,  457,  627,  628. 
condition  as  to,  56,  73. 

form  of,  61,  62,  662. 
inquiry  as  to,  141,  538. 

where  vendor  in  possession  after  date  for  completion,  453, 
454. 

OUTLAWRY,  495,  811,  812. 
OXFORD  UNIVERSITY,  399,  405,  n. 


PARCELS  in  conveyance,  557 — 559. 

PARENT    AND    CHILD,   presumption    of    undue    influence 
between,  758,  876. 
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PAROL  EVIDENCE, 

to  prove  connection  of  documents,  5 — 7. 

to  prove  contract  of  sale,  9 — 12. 

of  variation  in  written  contract,  10,  703,  914. 

of  contract  inferred  from  acts  of  part  performance,  12,  429. 

as  to  restrictive  covenants,  429. 

as  to  subject  of  contract,  677. 

proof  of  representation  by,  699,  n. 

in  action  of  rectification,  702,  n. 

of  waiver  of  contract,  910 — 913. 

of  agency,  981,  982,  986. 

PAROL  VARIATION  in  written  contract,  704,  717,  912. 
as  defence  to  specific  performance,  705,  912. 

PART  PERFORMANCE,  11,  429,  912,  988,  990. 
wbat  is,  11,  12. 

in  case  of  contract  to  exercise  power,  472. 
as  affecting  corporation,  862,  863. 

waiver  of  contract,  912,  913. 

PARTIES, 

to  contract,  3,  4. 

description  of,  4,  5. 
to  conveyance  of  partnership  property,  410—412. 
under  order  of  Court,  415,  416,  543. 
on  sale,  542 — 546. 

PARTITION, 

proof  of  order,  123. 

under  power  or  trust  for  sale,  277. 

of  settled  land,  292,  889. 

by  order  of  Coiu-t,  414,  n. 

sale  in  action  for,  415,  n. 

PARTNER,  probate  duty  on  estate  of,  198. 

PARTNERSHIP, 

sale  of  property  of,  409 — 413. 
share  in,  881,  882. 

PATENT  DEFECTS,  635. 

PEDIGREE,  evidence  of,  104,  111,  124,  125. 

PENALTY,  995. 
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PERIOD  for  which  title  must  be  shown,  75—83. 

PERPETUITY, 

as  affecting  trusts  and  powers  of  sale,  272 — 274. 

exercise  of  powers  of  appointment,  305. 
proviso  for  re-entry  on  non-payment  of  rent, 

385. 
option  to  purchase,  469,  n. 
remedies  for  recovery  of  rent-charge,  597 — 602. 

PERSONAL  PROPERTY, 

succession  duty  on,  207,  213. 

estate  duty,  227,  240,  246,  n. 

impure  personalty,  398,  403. 

exercise  by  infant  of  powers  ovei",  789,  790. 

of  aliens,  812,  813. 

of  married  woman,  823. 

of  divorced  wife,  826. 

PLACE, 

for  verification  of  abstract,  37,  101,  102. 

for  enrolment  of  deeds,  123. 

for  completion  of  contract,  643,  1080,  n. 

PLAN, 

whether  necessary  part  of  abstract,  94,  95. 
conveyance  by,  95,  558  and  note, 
as  evidence  of  identity,  115. 
mistake  in,  568,  n.,  711. 

PLEADING  Statute  of  Frauds,  9,  10. 

PLEDGE,  44,  950. 

POLICY  OF  INSURANCE, 
account  duty,  221. 
mortgage  of,  331,  n. 
assignment  of,  442  and  note, 
settlement  of,  by  married  woman,  837. 

PORTIONS,  315,  316. 
estate  duty,  246. 

displacement  of,  by  conveyance  under  Settled  Land  Acts, 
325,  326. 
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POSSESSION, 

as  part  performance,  12. 

when  given  to  purchaser,  38,  450. 

pending  contract,  41,  440,  448 — 450,  452—454,  457 — 460. 

as  proof  of  seisin,  85. 

waiver  of  objections  to  title  by  taking,  151,  152. 

pending  action  for  specific  performance,  459,  460. 

inquiry  as  to,  538,  539. 

of  documents  of  title,  611,  613,  614. 

under  vendor's  Hen,  931,  954. 

recovery  of,  by  vendor,  949. 

POSSESSOEY  TITLE,  368,  928,  1061  and  note,  1064,  1065, 
1066,  1073,  1086,  1089,  1098, 1101,  1102,  1122,  1124,  1133. 
effect  of,  on  covenants  for  title,  1062. 
sale  of  land  registered  with,  1093 — 1095. 

POSSIBILITY,  sale  of,  774. 

POWER, 

of  rescission,  54,  60,  71,  135,  147—150,  644,  660,  914,  915, 

955,  957. 
appointment  under,  as  root  of  title,  88. 
when  abstracted,  93. 
evidence  of  non-exercise  of,  102. 
of  revocation,  105,  244,  395  and  note. 
of  sale,  186—189,  268—270,  272—274,  307  sq.,  471,  472. 

of  executors,  186 — 189. 

statutory,  307. 

in  mortgage,  338  sq.,  435. 
form  of,  338,  339. 
statutory,  340. 

in  registered  charge,  1124,  1126. 
sale  under,  268  sq. 

succession  duty,  217 — 219. 

estate  duty,  238. 

of  copyholds,  343,  344,  349. 

death  of  vendor,  471,  472,  497. 

covenants  for  title,  579,  580. 
acceleration  of,  269,  270. 
devolution  of,  on  death,  187,  n.,  281—289. 
by  whom  exercisable,  281 — 289. 
release  and  disclaimer  of,  289 — 291,  324,  337. 
consent  to  exercise  of,  291 — 296. 
W. IT.  41 
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FO^EB— continued. 

of  appointment,  302. 

general,  190. 

execution  of,  302,  471,  472. 
by  deed  or  will,  303,  304. 

special,  304,  305. 
fraud  on,  305,  901,  n.,  1010. 

of  conveyance  under  Settled  Land  Acts,  308,  313  sq.,  382. 
of  distress,  595. 

of  re-entry,  595,  597,  599,  601,  602. 
exercise  of,  by  infant,  789. 
simply  collateral,  789,  n. 
vested  in  lunatic,  808,  809. 

married  woman,  817. 
married  woman's  contract  to  exercise,  838. 

POWER  OF  ATTORNEY, 

execution  of  conveyance  u.nder,  649 — 651. 

revocation  of,  649,  650. 

wben  to  be  abstracted,  651. 

forged,  754,  755. 

by  infant,  789. 

of  lunatic,  801,  n. 

PRE-EMPTION,  rigbt  of,  165  and  note,  1112. 

PRESENTATION, 

pending  completion,  392,  452. 

list  of,  389. 
PRESUMPTION, 

that  all  things  are  rightly  done,  97,  98,  113,  251,  868,  1011. 

of  non-exercise  of  power,  106. 

of  fact,  106,  107. 

of  undue  influence,  757—761,  874,  876. 

title  depending  on,  1009,  1010. 

PRICE, 

when  payable,  22,  29. 

on  sale  of  land  in  compulsory  registration  district,  373. 

on   sale  of  registered  land,   1069,  1074—1081,    1121, 
1122,  1123,  1125. 
effect  of  deposit  in  bank,  42,  50,  57,  63,  n. 
effect  of  payment  of,  439,  440,  463,  471,  479,  490,  493,  675. 
to  whom  payable,  651  sq. 

on  sale  of  settled  land,  308—311,  313. 

to  solicitor,  651,  652,  654—656. 
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PRICE — continued. 

to  -wliom  payable — continued. 

on  sale  by  trustees,  652,  653. 

where  convej'ance  executed  by  attorney,  653,  654. 
bow  payable,  656. 
mistake  as  to,  677,  679. 

inadequacy  of,  as  ground  for  rescission,  764,  765. 
recovery  of,  by  infant,  799,  800. 

PRIOE  CONTRACT,  45,  461,  496,  781,  956,  957,  976. 

PRIORITY, 

of  registered  and  unregistered  assurances,  364 — 367,  927, 

928. 
of  equities  attaching  to  land,  419,  422. 
of  judgment  creditor,  490. 

of  purchaser  for  value  without  notice  of  contract,  497. 
of  vendor's  lien  and  other  incumbrances,  929,  930. 
of  registered  charges  and  unregistered  dispositions,  1126 — 
1128. 

PRIORITY  NOTICE,  1075,  1076,  1078,  1080,  1088,  1121,  1134, 
1138,  n. 

PRIVATE  CONTRACT, 

condition  for  payment  of  deposit,  23. 
duties  of  conveyancer  in  settling,  26. 
usual  conditions,  65—74,  659 — 663. 
sale  by  trustee  to  himself,  886. 

PRIYITYof  estate,  361. 

PROBATE, 

stated  in  abstract,  94. 

as  evidence  of  death,  113. 

as  evidence  of  will,  127,  n. 

of  wiU  of  real  estate,  127,  128,  186,  190,  198. 

acknowledgment  of  right  to  production,  607. 

PRODUCTION, 

of  documents  of  title,  14,  37,  95,  99,  101,  102,  115,  436. 

expenses  of.    See  Costs. 

covenant  for,  605. 

of  conveyance,  as  authority  to  receive  purchase-money,  652, 

653,  655. 
of  land  certificate,  1062,  1071,  1121,  1123,  1125. 
41(2) 
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PROFITS, 

pending  completion,  41,  450,  451. 

repayable  on  rescission,  752,  768,  897,  953,  954. 

PROMISSORY  NOTE,  782,  909,  925. 

PROMOTER, 

liability  of,  for  misrepresentation,  733,  n. 

on  contracts  made  in  name  of  company,  979. 
sale  by,  to  company,  890,  891. 

PROTECTION  ORDER,  825,  836. 

PROVIDENT  SOCIETY,  869. 

PROVISIONAL  REGISTRATION,  1076,  1078,  1080,  1088. 

PROVISO, 

for  reconveyance,  bow  abstracted,  93,  136,  137. 

for  re-entry  on  breach  of  covenant,  352,  357,  361,  385. 

PUBLIC  DOCUMENTS,  proof  of,  99-101. 

PUBLIC-HOUSE, 

sale  of,  425,  426,  507. 

on  condition,  917,  918. 

PUFFER,  20,  21. 

PURCHASE  FOR  VALUE  WITHOUT  NOTICE, 

specific  performance  where  title  depends  on,  107,  158,  332, 

430. 
of  estate  duty,  233,  236. 
effect  of  recitals  to  keep  trusts  off  title,  251. 
of  trusts,  268. 

of  absence  of  Settled  Land  Act  trustees,  310. 
of  annuity  or  rent-charge,  386,  387,  518. 
of  restrictive  covenants,  427,  430. 
as  defence  to  action  of  specific  performance,  461. 
of  prior  contract,  461,  496. 
of  act  of  bankruptcy,  482,  485,  486. 
of  judgment,  513. 

of  unregistered  process  of  execution,  515. 
of  land  charge,  519,  523. 
of  deed  of  arrangement,  525. 
of  mesne  incumbrances,  551. 
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PUECHASE  FOE  VALUE  WITHOUT  -^OTICE— continued. 
of  right  to  production  of  documents,  610,  615. 
of  fraud,  674,  675  and  note, 
of  claim  for  rectification,  719,  720. 

of  rescission  for  fraud,  674,  746. 

for  duress  or  undue  influence,  767. 
of  forgery,  754. 
of  infancy,  788. 
of  lunacy,  802,  806,  807. 
of  restraint  on  anticipation,  831. 
of  community  of  goods,  852. 
of  share  in  partnership,  882. 
of  relative  disability,  900,  901,  902,  903. 
of  vendor's  lien,  928. 
of  equity  for  supplement  of  defective  conveyance,  1056. 

PUECHASE-MONEY.    See  Peice. 

PUECHASEE, 

auctioneer  as  agent  for,  18,  19. 

costs  payable  by,  28,  29,  37,  99,  101,  102,  1064. 

duties  of, 

to  accept  title,  29,  37,  129,  506,  509,  510. 
to  prepare  conveyance,  29,  37,  509,  541. 
to  pay  price,  29,  38,  509,  648,  651—656. 
to  pay  interest,  41,  56,  57,  449,  630—633. 
as  to  inquiry  into  existence  of  trusts,  185,  187,  188. 
to  make  inquiries,  265 — 267. 
to  indemnify  the  vendor,  590 — 595. 
pending  contract,  438 — 460. 
rights  of, 

to  compensation,  36,  55,  636 — 638,  744. 

under  condition,  643,  644. 
to  abstract  of  title,  53,  1063,  1073,  1099. 
on  sale  of  leaseholds,  79,  80,  81,  n.,  351  sq. 
copyholds,  348,  349. 
ground  rents,  377  sq. 
incorporeal  hereditaments,  383  sq. 
equity  of  redemption,  419  sq. 
to  proof  of  execution  of  title-deeds,  98,  99. 
as  to  stamping  title-deeds,  103. 
pending  contract,  438 — 460. 
to  easements,  562 — 565. 
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TJmCBAS-ETi— continued. 
rights  of — continued, 

to  covenants  for  title,  38,  575,  585. 
as  to  execution  of  conveyance,  648,  649. 
remedies  of, 

by  action  for  damages,  29,  30,  957,  961—969. 

for  specific  performance,  31,  32,  987,   1012, 
1013. 
in  vendor  and  purchaser  summons,  32, 1015, 1022, 1023. 
on  covenants  for  title,  333,  1026,  1029—1050. 
by  action  for  rescission,  723,  728,  729,  932,  933,  948— 

950. 
after  conveyance,  1026,  1027. 
position  of,  as  regards  open  contract,  34 — 42,  67,  68. 
duty  of  counsel  or  solicitor  of,  129 — 152,  171,  172.    And  see 

Conveyancer. 
waiver  of  objections  to  title  by,  150 — 152. 
when  liable  for  legacy  duty,  201,  202. 
with  notice  of  trusts,  251,  252. 

incumbrances,  553. 
prior  contract,  956,  957. 
unregistered  interests  in  registered  land,  1081 
—1084. 
trustee,  298—301,  876—880,  885—887. 
in  possession  pending  contract,    151,  152,  457 — 459,  577, 

925,  n.,  945,  949,  953,  954,  959,  966. 
death  of,  473—477. 
bankruptcy  of,  477,  478,  484—489. 
marriage  of,  493 — 495. 
assignment  by,  499 — 501. 
searches  by,  511 — 541. 

where  land  registered,  1086—1088,  1111,  1121, 
1122,  1123,  1124,  1141—1143. 
agreement  to  build  by,  596. 
mistake  of,  678,  679. 
silence  of,  684. 
lien  of,  750,  950,  969,  1022. 
infant,  799—801. 
lunatic,  806. 
agent  for  vendor  or  owners  of  land,  880,  881,  890,  892,  904, 

905. 
damages  recoverable  by,  958,  961 — 968. 

in  action  on  covenant  for  title,  1046, 
1050. 
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PUECHASER— coH<j»  (/ef7. 

positionof,  in  action  for  specific  performance,  1012—1013. 
action  against,  after  completion,  1051. 
lodgment  of  caution  by,  1090. 

QUALIFIED  COVENANTS  FOE  TITLE,  575, 1029, 1030, 1031. 

QUALIFIED   TITLE,   368.  928.   1061   and  note,  1064,  1065, 
1066,  1073,  1086,  1089,  1098,  1124,  1133. 
effect  of  covenants  for  title,  1062. 
sale  of  land  registered  with,  1093. 

QUIET  ENJOYMENT, 

covenant  for,  575,  1029,  1036. 
breach  of,  1035,  1037—1042. 
measure  of  damages,  1047,  1048,  1049. 

QUIT  EENTS,  141,  1059,  n.,  1105. 

EATES, 

pending  contract,  41,  454,  457. 
apportionment  of,  627. 

EATIFICATION;  666. 

of  infant's  contracts,  795-797,  798,  800,  801. 

of  contracts  of  corporation,  857. 

by  principal  of  agent's  contracts,  977,  979,  980,  984,  98o. 
1001. 
EEAL  ASSETS,  183,  184,  440,  474,  476. 
EEBUILDING  of  premises  destroyed  by  fire,  443—445. 

EECEIPT, 

of  ti-ustees,  297,  298. 
for  rent  as  voucber,  352—354,  357,  358. 
for  pm-cbase-money,  94,  616,  617  and  note,  925,  n.,  929. 
on  transfer  of  registered  land,  1096. 

EECEIVEE,  489,  491,  514,  n.,  515,  n.,  532. 

EECEIYING  OEDEE,  477,  478,  482,  515,  1142. 

EECITALS, 

as  evidence,  35,  106,  109-112,  124,  556. 
bow  far  abstracted,  93. 
in  statutes.  111. 
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'RECITALS— continued. 

as  secondary  evidence,  112,  122. 
to  prevent  notice  of  trusts,  250,  251. 
effect  of,  550,  551  and  note, 
what  necessary,  555 — 557. 

EECONVEYANCE, 

proviso  for,  how  abstracted,  93,  136,  137. 

of  land  sold  by  person  in  fiduciary  position  to  himself,  897. 

of  registered  land,  1068,  1092. 

EECOED,  proof  of,  120—126. 

EECOVERY, 

of  deposit,  69,  70,  145,  156,  157,  165—171,  332,  641,  750, 

782,  801,  849,  916,  951,  960,  961,  964. 
proof  of,  126. 
by  married  woman,  816. 
of  price  of  land  sold  for  illegal  purpose,  777,  778. 

EECTIFICATION,  564,  565,  566,  574,  588,  697  sq.,  933,  1053. 
general  principles,  697 — 703. 
granted  to  plaintiff,  703. 
of  conveyance,  703,  704,  719,  720,  924. 
against  purchaser  for  value  without  notice,  719,  720. 
effect  of  judgment  for,  721. 
of  land  register,  1113,  1115,  1129,  1130,  1141,  1142. 

EEDEMPTION, 

of  rent- charge,  384. 

sale  in  action  of,  415,  n. 

of  land  sold  by  mortgagee  to  himself,  898,  899. 

EE-ENTEY, 

for  breach  of  covenants,  352,  357,  361,  380,  381,  395,  n., 

596,  597. 
proviso  for,  385. 
power  of,  595,  597,  599,  601,  602. 

EEPEEENCE  as  to  title  in  actions  of  specific  performance, 
132,  n.,  163,  1005  and  note,  1006,  1012,  1016. 

EEGISTEE  of  institutions  to  benefice,  389. 

EEGISTEEED  CHAEGE,  1067,  1102. 

creation  of  annuities  and  rent-charges  by,  1106. 

transfer  of,  1116. 

sale  under  power  in,  1124. 

remedies  under,  1125 — 1130. 
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REGISTERED  DISPOSITION  of  lands  to  charitable  uses,  396. 

REGISTERED  LAND, 

title  to,  81,  n.,  362—373. 

in  Middlesex  and  Yorkshire,  94,  126,  362—369. 

sale  of,  1058  sq. 

evidence,  1059—1061,  1063—1066,  1067,  1069. 

covenants  for  title,  1062,  1100. 

abstract  of  title,  1063—1065,  1073. 

time  for  completion,  1074  sq. 

mode  of  completion,  1074 — 1085. 

searches,  1086—1088,  1111,  1121—1124,  1141—1143. 

inquiries,  1088,  1089. 

qualified  title,  1093. 

possessory  title,  1093 — 1095. 

stamps,  1096,  1097. 

leaseholds,  1098,  1099,  1100. 

settled  land,  1100—1102. 

subject  to  registered  charges  or  incumbrances,  1102 — 
1105. 

to  or  by  corporation,  1112,  1113. 

charity  lands,  1113,  1114. 

by  mortgagee  under  power,  1118 — 1125. 

followed  by  mortgage,  1125,  1133 — 1136. 
contracts  of  sale  of,  1058 — 1065. 
matters  which  are  not  incumbrances,  1059 — 1061,  n. 
production  of  land  certificate,  1062,  1071. 
unregistered  estates  in,  1072—1074,  1084,  1085. 
restrictive  conditions,  1085,  1086,  1110,  1111. 

removal  of,  from  register,  1111. 
succession  and  estate  duty,  1089,  1090. 
conveyance  of,  1090—1093,  1096,  1097. 
leaseholds,  1098,  1099,  1100. 
settled  land,  1100—1102. 
tacking  and  consolidation,  1103,  1104. 
incorporeal  hereditaments,  1105,  1106. 
rent-charges  issuing  out  of,  1106,  1107. 
rights  appendant  and  appurtenant,  1107,  1108. 
creation  of  easements  over,  1108 — 1110. 
joint  proprietors,  1111,  1112. 
of  corporation,  1112,  1113. 
of  charity,  1113,  1114. 
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EEGISTEEED  LAND— coh«/h  iter/, 
undivided  share  in,  1116,  1117. 
copyholds  and  customary  freeholds,  1117. 
mortgage  of,  1125 — 1133. 

EEGISTEEED  TEANSFEE,  396,  1061  nn.,  1077. 

EEGISTEATION, 
proof,  126,  127. 
of  heir  or  devisee,  191. 
how  far  notice,  364,  n. 
of  wiUs  in  Middlesex  and  Yorkshire,  365. 
of  annuities  or  rent-charges,  3S6,  517,  518. 
of  transfer  of  benefice,  390. 
of  judgments,  489 — 491,  511 — 515. 

effect  of,  513,  514. 

renewal  of,  513. 
of  Crown  debts,  511 — 515. 
of  land  charges,  518 — 523. 
of  Its  pendens,  523,  524. 
of  deeds  of  arrangement,  525,  n. 
of  vendor's  Hen,  927,  928. 
of  title.     See  Eegistered  Land. 

EELATIVE  DISABILITY,  874—906,  933,  990,  1082. 

EELEASE, 

of  powers,  289—291. 

under  Settled  Land  Acts,  324,  337,  338. 
of  part  of  land  subject  to  rent-charge,  385,  386. 
of  restrictive  covenants,  431,  924. 
of  land  from  contingent  rights,  470,  n. 
of  right  of  action,  941. 

EELIEF  against  defective  execution  of  powers,  304,  838. 

EEMAINDEE, 

duty  on  sale  of,  216,  239,  247,  382. 

commutation  of  estate  duty  on,  236  and  note. 

after  estate  of  freehold,  381—383. 

after  estate  tail,  695. 

belonging  to  married  woman,  824,  829. 

EEMAINDEEMAN, 

effect  of  mortgage  by,  on  sale  under  Settled  Land  Acts,  326, 

327,  330—333. 
right  to  production  of  title  deeds,  610,  n. 
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EEMEDIES, 

under  contract,  30—32,  947—1026. 

of  creditor  against  land  of  deceased  debtor,  184. 

on  covenants  for  title,  333,  334,  1029—1052. 

for  recovery  of  rent,  377,  384,  595,  597—602. 

of  assignee  of  reversion,  377,  379. 

under  agreement  for  lease,  379,  380. 

of  tenant  by  elegit,  515,  n. 

for  mistake,  697—721. 

for  fraud,  723,  739—742,  748—750. 

under  illegal  contracts,  777 — 779. 

after  conveyance,  932,  933,  1026. 

under  registered  charges,  1125,  1130. 

EEMOTENESS.    See  Perpetuity. 

EENT, 

right  to,  pending  contract,  41,  42,  440,  449,  451. 
apportionment  of,  41,  362,  380  and  note,  451,  626,  627,  629. 
payable  by  vendor  in  possession  after  time  for  completion, 

42,  453,  454. 
condition  as  to,  61,  62. 
receipt  of,  as  waiver  of  forfeiture,  353,  354. 
liability  of  assignee  for,  361,  362. 
remedies  for  recovery  of,  377,  384,  595,  597—602. 
passing  by  grant  of  reversion,  379. 
how  redeemable,  384. 

extinction  of,  by  Statute  of  Limitations,  379,  n.,  384. 
recovery  of,  where  contract  rescinded,  752,  768,  897,  953,  954. 

EENT-CHAEGE, 

succession  duty  on  cesser  of,  204. 

sale  in  consideration  of ,  277,  293,  595,  596,  619,  623,  808,  994. 

vendor's  lien,  927. 

specific  performance,  994. 

registration  of  title,  1107. 
for  improvement  of  land,  323. 
length  of  title  to,  383. 
sale  of,  383,  384. 

remedies  for  recovery  of,  383 — 386. 
redemption  of,  384. 
extinction  of,  384. 

on  release  of  part  of  land  charged,  385,  386. 
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'RE^T-CRA:RGE— continued. 
covenant  to  pay,  384,  385. 
registration  of,  386—388,  517—522. 
title  to,  1105,  1106. 

EENT  SECK:, 

redemption  of,  384. 
I'emedies  for  recovery  of,  384. 

EENUNCIATION  of  probate,  193,  and  note. 

EEPAIES,  liability  of  vendor  for,  pending  contract,  446,  447. 

EEPEESENTATION,  722,  735. 
of  intention,  735,  n. 
as  to  matters  of  law,  735,  736. 

EEPUDIATION  of  contract,    134,    149,   421,  426,   481,  485, 

938—940,  951,  1065. 
by  infant,  796,  797,  798,  n. 

EEQUISITIONS,  29. 

condition  as  to  time  for,  51,  144. 
as  to  facts,  139. 
wbat  advisable,  146. 
■waiver  of,  150 — 152. 

by  taking  possession,  151,  152. 

EE-SALE, 

rigbt  of,  under  open  contract,  42 — 45. 
condition  for,  58,  62. 

in  private  contract,  74. 
effect  of,  45,  58,  496,  498,  954—956. 
where  previous  contract  rescinded,  897 — 899,  955,  956. 

EESCISSION, 

by  re-sale,  45,  58. 

no  rigbt  in  absence  of  stipulation,  54,  71. 
condition  for,  54,  135,  147 — 150,  644. 
form  of,  60,  147—150,  660. 
usual  in  private  contracts,  71. 
effect  of,  147—150. 
in  bankruptcy,  487,  921. 

for  misrepresentation,  577,  578,  723 — 728,  845. 
by  agent,  737. 
conditions  of,  744—747,  750—752. 
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EESCISSION— co?i</«M«?. 

for  misrepresentation — contmued. 

by  whom,  747. 
against  whom,  748. 
after  death  of  party,  748,  749. 
after  completion,  752,  1027. 
under  power  in  contract,  147-150,  638,  639,  644,  908,  914, 

915,  950,  951,  955,  956,  1019,  1020. 
mistake  in  particulars,  692. 
for  diu-ess  or  undue  influence,  755  sq. 

terms  of,  766—769. 
on    account    of    relative    eqiiitable    disability,    896—901, 

903—905. 
for  failure  to  pay  price,  931,  n.,  954,  n. 
for  breach  of  condition  precedent,  935,  936,  937. 
for  breach  of  contract,  948—954. 
when  purchaser  in  possession,  953,  954. 
on  failui-e  to  carry  out  judgment  for  specific  performance, 

969,  n.,  1014. 
in  vendor  and  purchaser  summons,  1021—1023. 

KESERVATION, 

of  right  to  bid,  21,  46,  58,  71. 

of  right  of  rescission,  54,  60. 

in  conveyances  to  charitable  uses,  395,  n.,  396. 

in  favour  of  vendor,  565 — 567. 

of  easements  over  registered  land,  1109,  1110. 

EESEEYE  PKICE,  21,  40,  275,  n. 

EESETTLEMENT, 

succession  duty,  206,  207. 

sale  under  Settled  Land  Acts,  322,  323. 

RESTITUTIO  IN  INTEGRUM,  799,  903,  915,  920,  921,  951, 
978. 

EESTOEATION  of  former  life-estate,  316,  319—323. 
EESTEAINT  of  trade,  772. 

EESTEAINT  ON  ALIENATION  of  charitable  and  ecclesiasti- 
cal lands,  404,  855,  1114. 
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RESTEAINT  ON  ANTICIPATION,  821,  822,  828,  829,  831, 
844. 
removal  of,  822. 

effect  of  judicial  separation,  824. 
divorce,  826. 

Married  Women's  Property  Act,   1881... 828,  829, 
841,  842. 
sale  without  notice  of,  831. 
how  affected  by  contracts,  837  and  note, 
effect  of  Married  Women's  Property  Act,  1893... 843. 
as  affecting  estoppel,  847,  848. 
election,  848,  849. 

RESTRICTION, 

on  alienation  of  charity  lands,  394,  404 — 406,  865. 

ecclesiastical  lands,  855,  865. 
on  dealing  with  registered  land,   1070,    1073,   1077,   1081, 
1100,  1101,  1112,  1114,  1131,  1132,  1133,  1135,  1143. 

RESTRICTIVE  COVENANTS, 

disclosui-e  of,  34,  156,  640,  641,  742. 

special  condition  as  to,  65,  426. 

as  defect  of  title,  133,  157,  158,  426,  428. 

running  with  land,  426,  427. 

sale  of  land  subject  to,  426—432,  571,  572. 

implied,  428,  429,  571,  572. 

devolution  of  benefit  of,  430,  431. 

release  of,  431,  924. 

extinction  of,  431. 

proof  of  title  to  benefit  of,  432. 

waiver  of,  432. 

in  conveyance,  589,  590. 

indemnity  against,  592 — 594. 

impossibility  of  carrying  out,  919. 

registration  of ,  1085,  1086,  1110,  1111. 

removal  from  register  of,  1111. 

RETRACTATION  of  bidding,  18,  47. 

REVERSION, 

title  to,  78,  82,  83,  377. 
duties  on  sale  of,  216,  239,  247,  382. 
commutation  of  estate  duty  on,  236  and  note, 
purchase  of,  by  trustees,  300. 
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REVERSION— co«iM;  ned. 

sale  of,  377  sq.,  439,  441,  507,  765,  766. 

of  reversion  of  part  of  land  let  at  one  rent,  381,  629. 
passing  of  rent  on  grant  of,  379. 
severance  of,  380,  381. 
after  estate  of  freehold,  381,  382. 
receiver  of,  531,  532  and  note, 
inadequacy  of  price  on  sale  of,  382,  765,  766. 
belonging  to  married  woman,  824,  829. 

REVOCATION, 
of  ofeer,  13,  15. 
of  bidding,  18. 
of  auctioneer's  authority,  19. 
power  of,  105,  395  and  note, 
of  power  of  attorney,  649. 

RIGHT  OF  ENTRY,  sale  of,  773. 

RIGHT  OF  WAY, 

as  objection  to  title,  681. 

as  breach  of  covenant  for  right  to  convej^,  1033. 

RIGHT  TO  CONVEY, 
covenant  for,  575,  1029. 

when  broken,  1032—1036. 

measure  of  damages,  1046,  1047,  1049. 

ROOT  OF  TITLE, 

what  is  good,  34,  35,  87—90,  159. 
guarantee  of,  71,  171,  660. 
conveyance  on  sale  or  mortgage,  87. 

of  equity  of  redemption,  88. 
general  devise,  87. 
deed  exercising  power,  88  and  note, 
lease  for  years,  88. 
disentailing  assurance,  88. 
voluntary  conveyance,  89,  159. 
specific  devise,  89. 
family  settlement,  89. 
under  special  conditions,  89. 

in  case  of  condition  limiting  length  of  title,  169 — 171. 
registration  as,  1098. 
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SALE, 

definition  of,  1,  277. 

of  vendor's  interest,  163,  570,  571,  1032,  n. 

for  payment  of  debts,  179,  185,  415,  n.,  489,  516,  n. 

of  lunatic,  807. 
for  payment  of  estate  duty,  235,  246. 
by  trustees,  268—301. 
by  order  of  tbe  Court,  413 — 419. 
in  lots,  429,  605,  606. 
for  particular  purpose,  507,  508,  968,  969. 
followed  by  mortgage,  552,  553. 

where  land  registered,  1125,  1133— 

1136. 
of  unregistered  land  in  compulsory 
registration  district,  1130. 
subject  to  incumbrance,  567 — 570. 

restrictive  conditions,  571,  572. 
in  consideration  of  rent-charge,  595,  596,  808,  994. 

covenant  to  build,  596,  597. 
with  all  faults,  682. 

SALE  BY  COUET, 

no  wi'iting  required,  9. 
jurisdiction  to  order,  414,  415,  n. 
parties  to  conveyance,  415,  416,  543. 
covenants  for  title,  589. 
for  enforcement  of  vendor's  lien,  931. 

SALE  UNDER  POWER, 

succession  duty,  217 — 219. 
estate  duty,  238. 
death  of  vendor,  471 — 473. 
covenants  for  title,  579. 
And  see  Power. 

SCHEME  for  administration  of  charity,  404,  405. 

SCHEME  OF  ARRANGEMENT  with  creditors,  478,  482,  483, 
488,  921,  1055. 

SEAL, 

of  Central  Office,  123. 

of  Board  of  Agiiculture,  123. 

of  Record  Office,  126. 

of  Yorkshire  Registry,  127. 

absence  of,  in  the  case  of  instrument  exercising  power,  304. 

of  corporation,  858,  n.,  861,  862,  868. 
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SEARCHES,  144,  510,  511— 5;56. 
effect  of,  364,  n. 

for  lis  pendens,  oil,  524,  527,  1087. 
for  judgments  and  Crown  debts,  513  and  note,  527. 
for  land  charges,  518—523,  528,  1087. 
in  bankruptcy,  524,  525,  527,  528,  1087,  1088,  1141—1143. 
for  disentailing  deeds,  52G. 
for  deeds  acknowledged,  526. 
in  Middlesex  and  Yorkshire  registries,  527,  52s. 
for  deeds  of  arrangement,  525,  528,  1143. 
in  court  rolls,  527,  529. 
for  registration  of  title,  528,  1088. 
at  office  of  registrar  of  companies,  529, 
length  of  time  for,  530  and  note, 
against  whom  made,  530 — 533. 
as  notice,  533. 

official,  533—536,  1063,  1088. 
recovery  of  costs  of,  965. 
on  sale  of  registered  land,  1086—1088,  1111,  1121,   1122, 

1123,  1124,  1141—1143. 
on  creation  of  easement  over  registered  land,  1109. 
on  mortgage  of  registered  land,  1131,  n. 
on  creation  of  restrictive  conditions  over  registered  land, 

1111. 

SECONDARY  EVIDENCE  of  lost  or  destroyed  title  deeds,  86, 
122. 
by  recital,  112. 

SEIGNORY,  383. 

registration  of  title  to,  1117. 

SEISIN, 

proof  of,  84,  87,  122. 

effect  of  recital  of,  109,  n.,  550,  551,  1054,  1055. 

transferred  by  conveyance,  656,  657. 

livery  of,  by  infant,  790. 

SEPARATE  ESTATE, 

curtefe|j  of,  170. 

of  married  woman,  493,  494,  821. 

statutory,  822,  823,  828. 

SEPARATE    EXAMINATION  of  married  women,  816,  819, 
833. 
w. — IT.  42 
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SEPARATION  OEDEE,  825,  836. 
SEQUESTEATION,  844,  1015,  n. 
SET  OFF, 

of  incumbrances  against  unpaid  purcliase-money,  931,  932. 

of  estate-barred  debt,  943. 

of  rights  against  agent  in  action  by  principal,  983. 

SETTLED  LAND, 

succession  duty  on,  205—207,  210,  213,  217. 
estate  duty  on,  241—244,  246,  247  and  note,  296. 
sale  of,  268,  n. 

duty  of  conveyancer,  291,  292. 

consent  to  exercise  of  power  over,  291 — 296. 

under  Settled  Land  Acts,  307,  338. 

acceleration  of  powers  or  trusts,  269,  270. 

death  of  vendor,  465,  466,  472,  473. 

covenants  for  title  on  sale  of,  579,  580. 

belonging  to  infant,  793. 

on  behalf  of  lunatic,  809. 

to  tenant  for  life,  889. 
registration  of  title  to,  1100,  1101. 
SETTLEMENT, 

as  root  of  title,  89. 

as  affecting  title,  107. 

comparison  of  estate  and  succession  duty  under,  237. 

by  way  of  trust  for  sale,  241—243,  270,  296. 

notice  of  trusts  of,  252. 

ti-ustees  of,  308,  309. 

for  purposes  of  Settled  Land  Acts,  311,  312,  318. 
within  Settled  Land  Acts,  292,  314,  317. 
compound,  292,  315,  317  sq. 

tnistees  of,  317,  318. 
effect  of  divorce  on,  826. 

decree  of  nullity  of  marriage  on,  827. 
variation  of,  826,  n.,  827,  n. 

efiect  of  Married  Women's  Property  Act,  1882. .  .828, 829, 830. 
as  breach  of  covenant  for  right  to  convey,  1034. 
SETTLEMENT  ESTATE  DUTY,  232—234. 

SEVEEANCE, 

of  reversion,  380,  381. 
of  joint  tenancy,  503. 

SHIFTING  CLAUSE,  when  abstracted,  93. 
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SHOP,  conditional  sale  of,  918. 

SIGNATURE, 

required  by  Statute  of  Frauds,  3,  4. 
what  is  sufficient,  7 — 9. 
mark,  7,  8,  n. 
by  agent,  3,  9. 

SILENCE  as  to  defects,  682—684,  997. 

SIMONY,  389,  390,  393. 

SOLICITOR, 

consent  to  contract,  17  and  note. 

payment  of  deposit  to,  22 — 24. 

costs  of  examination  of  abstract  by,  28. 

effect  of  notice  to,  257 — 265. 

as  vendor  or  mortgagor,  265. 

sale  to  client,  265. 

duty  to  searcb,  533. 

authority  to  receive  purchase -money,  652 — 654. 

sale  or  gift  to,  758,  760,  761,  876,  878,  879,  890. 

transfer  of  right  of  action  to,  775. 

purchase  from  client,  890. 

when  acting  for  vendor,  892. 
acting  for  both  parties,  893. 

SPECIAL  CONDITIONS, 

generally  necessary,  15,  16. 

unfairly  drawn,  32,  60. 

construction  of,  in  action  of  specific  performance,  52,  155, 

160. 
as  to  acceptance  of  title,  52,  53. 
as  to  restrictive  covenants,  65,  426,  429,  430. 
as  to  title,  63—65,  153  sq.,  570. 

effect  of,  at  law,  32,  64,  69,  70,  165—168,  972. 
in  private  contract,  69 — 71. 
how  constru.ed  before  Conveyancing  Act,  161. 
may  prohibit  inquiry,  163.     • 
as  to  stamps,  103. 
"  th^ purchaser  shall  accept  such  title  as  the  vendor  has," 

163. 
"the  vendor  shall  not  be  required  to  show  any  title,"  163. 
"the  lessor's  title  will  not   be  shown,  and  shall  not  be 
inquired  into,"  163. 

42  (2) 
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SPECIAL  CONDITIONS— co«<//i»ecZ. 
requiring  assumptions  of  fact,  172. 
effect  of,  as  regards  notice,  173,  266. 
for  payment  of  vendor's  costs,  335,  336. 
for  possession  independent  of  completion,  449,  457,  460. 

SPECIAL  CONTRACT.    See  Covenant. 

SPECIAL  OCCUPANT,  177,  186. 

SPECIFIC  DEVISE, 
as  root  of  title,  89. 
of  leaseholds,  179. 

of  estate  held  on  trust  or  mortgage,  180. 
legacy  duty,  200. 
as  affecting  contracts  of  sale,  462,  474,  475,  476. 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE,  31,  32,  502—504,  987—1015. 
refused  for  unfairness  or  hardship,  32,  61,  685,  693,  997 — 

999.    And  see  Unfairness  ;  Hardship. 
with  compensation,  36,  42,  635—644,  679,  680,  989,    1002, 

1013,  1014. 
stipulations  as  to  time  in,  48,  49. 

effect  of  special  conditions  limiting  title,  69,  70,  88,  n.,  89,  90. 
where  title  depends  on  voluntary  conveyance,  105,  375  and 

note,  376,  1010. 
reference  as  to  title,  132,  n.,  163,  1005  and  note,  1006,  1012. 
counterclaim  for,  157,  970. 
effect  of  depreciatory  conditions,  276. 
of  contract  to  sell  leaseholds  without  assent  of  landlord, 

360. 
of  agreement  for  lease,  379,  380. 
of  contract  by  infant,  416. 
where  title  depends  on  purchase  for  value  without  notice, 

430. 
of  contract  to  lend  money,  434. 
as  condition  of  purchaser's  equitable  estate,  439. 
after  assignment  of  contract,  461. 
after  death  of  vendor,  461,  462,  465,  n.,  471,  473. 
against  tenant  in  tail,  465. 
vesting  order  in  action  of,  470,  n. 
effect  of  bankruptcy  on,  478,  479,  483,  922,  946,  1055. 
against  trustee  in  banki'uptcy,  479. 
after  act  of  bankruptcy,  480,  481,  485. 
in  favour  of  trustee  in  bankruptcy,  481,  n. 
in  favom*  of  undischarged  bankrupt,  483. 
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SPECIFIC  PEEFORMANCE— co/if //. n,<l. 

after  discharge  in  bankruptcy,  48(5. 

at  suit  of  sub-contractor,  502. 

against  persons  not  parties  to  contract,  503,  504. 

after  delivery  in  execution,  516. 

with  indemnity,  (544. 

where  thing  sold  is  positively  noxious  in  quality,  688,  990. 

with  parol  variation,  705  sq.,  912, 

misrepresentation  as  defence  to,  743,  998. 

inadequacy  of  consideration,  764,  765,  997. 

in  favour  of  infant,  797,  798,  1001. 

against  infant,  800. 

in  favour  of  and  against  lunatic,  804,  S05. 

against  married  woman,  839,  840,  844. 

in  favour"  of  married  woman,  840,  844,  1001. 

in  favour  of  and  against  corporation,  862,  863. 

foundation  of  jurisdiction,  946,  987. 

effect  of  notice  of  prior  contract,  957. 

effect  of  judgment  in  action  of,  969 — 973,  1011,  1012. 

relation  to  action  for  breach  of  contract,  969,  973,  987. 

defences  to  action  of,  989 — 1011. 

of  building  contracts,  992,  994,  995. 

position  of  purchaser  in  action  of,  1012,  1013. 

enforcement  of  judgment,  1014. 

jurisdiction  of  County  Courts,  1015. 

in  vendor  and  purchaser  summons,  1023,  1024. 
STAKEHOLDER, 

payment  of  deposit  to,  23,  24. 

recovery  from,  of  money  paid  under  void  contracts,  779,  780. 
of  deposit,  951  and  note,  960. 

payment  of  price  to,  on  sale  of  registered  land,  1079. 

STAMP, 

on  contract  of  sale,  24  and  note,  621,  622. 

of  equitable  estate,  25,  n. 
what,  payable  by  vendor,  37. 
special  condition  as  to,  103. 
on  missing  document,  122. 
marked  on  abstract,  140. 
on  conveyance,  617 — 629. 
how  calculated,  619 — 621. 
on  sale  of  equity  of  redemption,  622. 
on  order  for  foreclosure,  622. 
on  conveyance  in  consideration  of  rent-charge,  623,  624. 
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STAMP — continued. 

■where  several  transactions  carried  out  by  one  instrument, 

624,  625. 
on  sale  of  registered  land,  1096,  1097. 

STATUTE  OF  FEAUDS, 
requires  signed  writing,  '6. 
what  constitutes  memorandum,  4,  5. 
effect  of,  9,  701,  781,  782,  990. 
in  sales  by  auction,  18. 
as  regards  restrictive  covenants,  429. 

rectification,  700,  701. 

specific  performance,  990. 

registered  land,  1059. 

STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS, 

title  by,  84,  85. 

of  charitable  trustees,  397,  398. 
as  regards  succession  duty,  214,  215,  219,  220. 
extinction  of  rent,  charge  by,  379,  384. 
effect  of  war  on,  813,  n.,  815. 
discharge  of  rights  of  action  by,  943 — 945. 
effect  of,  on  breach  of  covenants  for  title,  1032,  1036. 

STATUTOEY  DECLAEATION,  108. 
recitals  in,  109. 

as  evidence.  111,  112,  115,  126. 
as  to  incumbrances  exempted  from  power  of  conveyance 

under  Settled  Land  Acts,  329. 
acknowledgment  of  right  to  production,  608. 
as  to  matters  declared  not  to  be  incumbrances  on  registered 

land,  1059,  1064. 

STOEM,  pending  completion,  439,  441. 
SUBMISSION  to  arbitration,  942,  n. 

SUB-PUECHASE  by  trustee  from  himself,  883,  886. 

SUB-PUECHASEE, 

rights  of,  499,  501—503,  900,  901,  903. 

of  share  in  partnership,  882. 
conveyance  to,  544 — 546. 
stamp  on,  620,  621. 

SUBEOGATION,  361,  795,  n.,  800,  931. 
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SUCCESSION  DUTY,  202—220. 

receipts  for,  as  evidence  of  death,  11:5. 

ou  legacy  charged  ou  land,  201 . 

on  settled  land,  203—207,  210,  2l;J,  217,  253. 

on  personal  property,  207. 

on  real  and  leasehold  property,  207. 

on  timber,  207,  n. 

charge  of,  209. 

persons  accountable  for,  210. 

on  transmitted  successions  in  personalty,  211. 

on  sale  of  reversion,  216,  382. 

additional,  222. 

exemptions  from,  222,  223,  231. 

comparison  with  estate  duty,  236 — 239. 

on  trust  property,  253. 

on  mortgages,  253,  254,  256,  n. 

charged  on  registered  land,  1089,  1090. 

SUMMONS  under  Vendor  and  Purchaser  Act,  32,  947,  1015- 

1026. 
SUPERIOE  EQUITY,  1000,  1085,  n. 
SUPPOET,  right  of,  567. 
SUEEENDER  of  copyholds,  177,  178,  182,  349,  350. 

SUEVEY, 

before  taking  possession,  539,  540,  966. 
recovery  of  costs  of,  965. 

SUEVIVOESHIP, 

succession  duty  by,  204. 

of  powers  or  trusts,  281,  287—289. 


TACKING,  346,  420,  421,  n.,  422,  424,  901. 
by  vendor's  alienee,  498,  499. 

in  the  case  of  registered  land,  1103,  1104. 

TAXES, 

pending  contract,  41,  455,  457. 
apportionment  of,  627,  628. 

TEMPOEAEY  ESTATE  DUTY,  223,  224. 
TENANT,  sale  to,  458,  459. 
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TENANT  FOR  LIFE, 

sale  by,  133,  144,  268,  n.,  280,  n.,  889. 

under  Settled  Land  Acts,  308,  309,  311,  313,  314, 
473. 

after  re- settlement,  322,  323. 
estate  duty  on  death,  of,  237,  245. 
liability  of,  for  estate  duty,  246. 
consent  of,  to  exercise  of  power  of  sale,  268,  269. 

Settled  Land  Act  powers,  291—294. 
when  constituted  by  several  persons,  294 — 296. 
what  estate  he  can  convey,  313,  314,  323  Sf/. 
mortgages  of  his  estate,  324,  325. 
trustee  for  others  entitled,  308,  334,  335,  888. 
death  of,  after  contract  to  sell  settled  land,  472. 
conveyance  by,  after  death  of  vendor,  472,  473. 
covenants  for  title  given  by,  579,  582,  585. 
infant,  793,  794. 

purchase  of  settled  land  by,  888,  889. 
registration  of  settled  land  in  name  of,  1100. 

TEEM  OF  YEAES, 

length  of  title  to,  78. 

created  for  mortgage  purposes,  371  and  note,  372. 
And  see  Lease  ;  Leaseholds. 

TEEEE -TENANT,  384,  387. 

TESTATUM,  93. 

THEATEE,  conditional  sale  of,  917,*918. 

TIMBEE,  50,  51,  59,  70,  152,  660,  662. 
succession  duty  on,  207,  n. 
sale  of,  by  trustees,  279. 
purchase  of,  by  trustees,  300. 
blown  or  cut  down  pending  contract,  442,  452. 

TIME, 

for  acceptance,  15. 

for  completion,  rmder  open  contract,  22,  37,  506. 
usual  condition,  47,  70. 
effect  of,  49. 

where  land  registered,  1074. 
for  carrying  out  acts  under  contract,  40,  936. 
when   essential    to   contract,  47 — 49,   382,   425,   426,  450, 
506—509,  1004. 
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TlME—ciinthnierL 

for  making  reqiiisitious,  01,  52,  59,  71,  111,  HG,  660. 

when  it  begins  to  run,  52,  144. 
for  wliicli  searclies  made,  530  and  note,  1088. 
when  contract  is  broken,  934. 

for  appeal  in  vendor  and  imrchaser  summons,  1025. 
when  breach  of  covenant  for  title  occurs,  1032,  1037. 
for  completion  of  sale  of  registered  land,  1074—1081. 

TITHES, 

length  of  title  to,  78,  82. 

evidence  on  sale  of,  82,  383. 

merger  of,  388. 

rent-charge  in  lieu  of,  388. 

incidence  of,  pending  completion,  454. 

apportionment  of,  628. 

registration  of  title  to,  1105. 

TITLE, 

obligation  to  prove,  27  and  note,  34,  75,  84. 

history  of  rule,  75. 
length  of,  28,  34,  76—83,  383. 

on  mortgage,  433. 
proper  evidence  of,  35,  81,  83 — 85,  116—128. 

where  land  registered,  1059 — 1061,  1063 
—1066,  1067,  1069. 
proof  of  without  deed,  84,  86. 
by  Statute  of  Limitations,  85,  86,  398. 
to  equitable  interests,  135. 
effect  of  failure  to  prove,  145,  146,  149. 
absence  of,  148,  149. 

express  contract  to  prove,  164,  165,  354,  356,  638. 
what  acceptable  by  trustees,  298—301. 
of  tenant  for  life  selling  settled  land,  331,  332. 
objections  to.     See  Objections. 
to  lease  on  sale  of  reversion,  378. 
defects  of,  681. 
duty  of  disclosure,  685,  u. 

derived  through  voidable  conveyance,  905,  906. 
under  re-sale,  956,  957. 
under  open  contract,  at  law,  972,  973. 
doubtfulness  of,  1005—1011.    And  see  Doubtful  Title. 
common  mistake  as  to,  1027,  1028. 
to  registered  land,  1059 — 1070. 
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TITLE  DEEDS, 

what  given  up  to  purchaser,  29,  38,  99,  602 — 605. 

on  sale  of  registered  land,  1097, 
1098. 
best  evidence  of  title,  83,  86. 
effect  of  absence  of,  86,  266. 
importance  of  examination  of,  115. 
person  entitled  to  custody,  330,  381. 
covenant  for  production  of,  605. 
right  of  unpaid  vendor  to,  929,  930  and  note. 

TITLE  PARAMOUNT  to  vendor's,  acts  under,  932,  1031,  1032. 

TRADING  CORPORATIONS,  857,  859,  861. 

TRANSFER, 

of  Licence  to  sell  intoxicating  liquors,  425. 

of  mortgage  on  appointment  of  new  trustee,  250. 

investigation  of  title  on,  436,  437. 
of  registered  land,  1090—1093. 

TREASON,  810,  811. 

TRESPASSER,  446,  963. 

TRUST, 

notice  of,  249—267. 
for  sale,  268  sq. 

for  payment  of  debts,  183,  185,  186,  271. 

probate  duty  on  interest  of  cestui-que-trnst,  198. 

legacy  duty  on  property  subject  to,  201. 

succession  duty,  218 — 220. 

estate  duty,  241—243. 

with  all  convenient  speed,  269. 

when  exercisable,  268—272,  404. 

acceleration  of,  269,  270. 

election  to  take  property  in  specie,  269,  n.,  271,  272. 

settlement  of  purchase-money,  270,  271. 

how  carried  out,  277 — 280. 

devolution  of,  on  death,  281—289. 

of  copyholds,  349. 

for  charitable  puri^ses,  403—409. 
of  partnership  property,  410  and  notes, 
vested  in  man-ied  woman,  845. 
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TRUSTEE, 

devolution  on  death  of,  180—183,  25;}. 
liability  for  estate  duty,  233. 
transfer  of  mortgage  on  appointment  of,  2oO. 
sale  by,  268—298. 

authority  of  solicitor  to  receive  purchase-money,  652, 
653. 

to  himself,  885—887. 

to  tenant  for  life,  888,  889. 

to  cestui-qite-tri(st,  880,  895,  896. 
duties  of,  on  sale,  274 — 277. 

on  purchase,  298 — 301. 

as  to  acknowledgment  and  undertaking,  611. 
receipts  of,  297,  298. 
purchase  by,  298— 301. 

from  cestui-que-trust,  760,  761,  876—881,  894,  895. 

from  himself,  885-887. 
for  purposes  of  Settled  Land  Acts,  308—313. 
infant,  416,  470,  n. 
married  woman,  494,  832,  833,  845. 
conveyance  by,  558,  559. 
release  of  part  of  security,  559 — 561. 
corporation,  854,  857. 
for  unincorporated  society,  872,  873. 
gift  to,  from  cestui-que-trust,  877,  878. 
registration  of  settled  land  in  name  of,  1100. 

TRUSTEE  IN  BANKRUPTCY, 

avoidance  of  voluntary  settlements  by,  374,  375. 

of  vendor,  479,  480,  483. 

of  purchaser,  484,  486—488. 

covenants  for  title  given  by,  578,  579. 

right  of,  to  claim  to  rescind  contract  for  fraud,  duress  and 

undue  influence,  747,  766. 
sale  by,  to  himself,  887. 

liability  of,  under  covenant  for  further  assurance,   1043» 
1044. 


UBERRIMAE  FIDEI  contracts,  684,  723,  724,  731,  734,  742, 
876,  881,  998. 

UNBORN  PERSONS,  470,  n. 
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UNCEETAINTY,  99G. 


UNDERLEASE, 

sale  of,  78,  80,  lo4,  357. 

wliere  land  registered,  1098. 
contract  to  grant,  82. 
covenant  against,  360. 
compulsory  registration  of,  371. 
mortgage  by,  1131,  n. 

UNDEETAKING, 

for  safe  ciistody  of  title  deeds,  39,  GO'J,  GOo,  60G-G08. 
by  wbom  given,  39,  611,  612. 
on  sale  of  registered  land,  1098. 

UNDERVALUE.     See  Inadequacy. 

UNDISCHARGED  BANKRUPT, 
contracts  of,  483,  488. 
leaseholds  of,  483,  1142. 

UNDISCLOSED  PRINCIPAL,  976,  982—984. 

UNDIVIDED  SHARE, 

release  of,  to  remainderman,  338. 
registration  of  title  to,  1116. 

UNDUE  INFLUENCE,  755—769,  779. 
presumption  of,  758 — 761,  874 — 876. 

UNFAIRNESS,  31,   32,   69,   70,   685,   689,  743,  765,  766,  912, 
971,  997,  998,  1000,  1018. 

UNILATERAL  MISTAKE,  691—693. 

UNINCORPORATED  SOCIETY,  872,  873. 

UNNAMED  PRINCIPAL,  976,  980—982. 

UNREGISTERED  ASSURANCE,  363. 
of  registered  land,  1119,  1122. 

UNREGISTERED  INTERESTS  IN  REGISTERED  LAND, 
1072,  1073,  1109. 
extinction  of,  by  transfer  for  valuable  consideration,  1074. 
notice  of,  1081,  1084. 

UNUSUAL  COVENANTS,  351,  357,  1099. 
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VACANT  POSSESSION,  contract  for,  539,  n.,  963. 

VALUABLE  CONSIDEEATION, 

in  conveyance  to  charitable  uses,  395,  397,  399. 

VALUATION,  50,  59. 

sale  by  trustees  at,  280. 

on  sale  or  purcbase  by  trustees,  301. 

recovery  of  costs  of,  965. 

specific  performance  of  contract  to  sell  by,  989,  n. 

VALUEE,  59  and  note. 

VENDOE, 

description  of,  in  contract,  5. 
objections  of,  to  open  contract,  15,  67,  68. 
auctioneer  as  agent  for,  18,  19. 
duties  of,  27  sq. 

to  furnish  abstract,  27,  34,  52,  53. 

to  show  title,  27,  n.,  34,  75—77,  81,  130,  132,  153—173. 
at  law,  972,  973. 

to  verify  abstract,  28,  34,  95—128. 

to  prove  identity  of  property,  28,  36,  115,  116. 

to  execute  conveyance,  28,  38,  541,  544,  649. 

to  hand  over  title-deeds,  29,  38,  39,  602,  605. 

to  give  statutory  acknowledgment  and  iindertaking,  29, 
39,  606—615. 

to  discharge  outgoings,  41,  142,  923. 

to  have  deeds  stamped,  103. 

to  answer  questions,  143. 

on  sale  of  copyholds,  349  sq. 

to  take  care  of  land  sold,  446,  456,  n.,  923. 
rights  of, 

to  specific  performance  with    compensation,  36,  635, 
636,  639. 

under  condition  for  compensation,  639 — 641. 

to  re-sell,  42 — 45. 

to  rescind  under  condition,  71,  72,  147 — 150. 

pending  contract,  438 — 460. 

to  damages,  751,  n.,  958 — 961. 

as  to  completion  of  sale  of  registered  land,  1077—1081. 
position  of,  under  open  contract,  67,  68. 
acting  as  purchaser's  solicitor,  265. 
trustee,  268—298,  885—887,  888,  889. 
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YB^BOn— continued. 

selling  under  power,  302 — 347. 
mortgagee,  338—347,  884  and  note,  898,  899. 
lien  of,  440  and  note,  924—931,  944,  945.     And  see  Lien. 
death  of,  461—473. 
bankruptcy  of,  477—484,  1141—1143. 
marriage  of,  493 — 495. 
assignment  by,  496 — 499. 
reservations  in  favour  of,  565. 
mistake  of,  638,  671,  676,  677,  694. 
warranty  by,  681,  686. 
silence  of,  as  to  defects,  682 — 684. 
infant,  785,  798,  799. 
corporation,  865. 

liquidator  of  a  company,  871,  890. 
forfeitm'e  of  deposit  by,  951,  952. 
damages  recoverable  by,  958 — 961. 

position  of,  at  law,  after  dismissal  of  action  for  specific  per- 
formance, 971—973. 
position  of,  after  judgment  for  damages,  975,  976. 

VENDOR  AND  PUECHASER  SUMMONS,  32,  947,  1015- 
1026. 

VERIFICATION, 

of  abstract,  28,  37,  95—128,  132. 

proper  place  for,  37,  101. 

costs  of,  28,  37,  66,  71,  72,  95,  96,  99,  101,  n.,  102. 

VESTING  ORDER,  416,  417,  469—471  and  notes,  493,  544, 
806,  1014. 
after  bankruptcy  of  vendor,  480. 
stamp  on,  622. 
costs  of,  647. 

VICTORIA  UNIVERSITY,  399. 

VOLUNTARY  CONTRIBUTIONS,  406,  n. 

VOLUNTARY  CONVEYANCE, 
as  root  of  title,  89,  158,  159. 
title  under,  105,  373—376. 
account  duty  under,  220,  221. 
to  charity,  395,  397,  400. 
presumption  of  undue  influence,  759. 
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WAIVER, 

of  right  of  rescission,  1^0. 

of  objections  to  title,  150 — 152. 

of  restrictions  on  mortgagee's  power  of  sale,  342. 

of  breacli  of  covenants  in  lease,  353,  354. 

of  restrictive  covenants,  432. 

of  stipulations  making  time  essential  to  conti'act,  508. 

of  perfoi-mance  of  contract,  908 — 913. 

of  vendor's  lien,  925 — 927. 

WANT  OF  MUTUALITY,  1000—1003,  1085,  n. 

WAE,  773,  783,  812,  n.,  813—815. 

WARRANTY, 

action  on,  after  completion,  540,  680,  n.,  1026. 

what  given  on  sale,  576,  577,  1027. 

of  quality,  680,  686,  923,  937. 

by  representation,  724,  725,  727, 

of  authority,  979,  980,  981,  985,  n.,  986. 

of  ownership,  1026,  1027. 

WASTE, 

pending  contract,  446,  452. 
where  contract  rescinded,  753. 

WESTMINSTER  SCHOOL,  399. 

WIDOW,  interest  of,  in  land,  174,  175,  177. 

WIFE, 

acknowledgment  of  deed  by,  94,  116,  817  and  note,  820, 

821,  822,  824,  833,  838. 
when  exempt  from  estate  duty,  228. 

settlement  estate  duty,  231. 
liability  of,  to  action,  493. 
sale  by,  494. 
trustee,  494,  832,  845. 
capacity  of,  816,  831,  834—847. 
copyholds  of,  816,  817,  818,  819,  830. 
powers  vested  in,  817. 
leaseholds  of,  817,  819,  830. 
disclaimer  by,  821. 
separate  estate  of,  821,  822. 

statutory,  822,  823,  828,  829. 
general  engagements  of,  821,  822,  838,  839. 
restraint  on  anticipation,  821,  831. 
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VfIFE—conti),m'<L 

rights  of,  to  dower.  175. 

after  judicial  separation,  823,  824. 
under  protection  order,  825. 
separation  order,  825. 
after  divorce,  825,  826. 

decree  of  nullity,  827,  828. 
bare  trustee,  828. 
vsdUof,  831. 
mortgagee,  833. 
trustee-mortgagee,  833,  834. 
contracts  of,  834 — 844. 
specific  performance  against,  839,  840,  844. 

in  favour  of,  840,  844,  1001. 
liability  of,  for  fraud,  845—847. 
estoppel  by  conduct,  847,  848. 
election  by,  848,  849. 
avoidance  of  contract  by,  849 — 851.  ♦ 

'\\^LFUL  DEFAULT,  57  and  note,  449,  632,  633,  753,  768, 
880,  897,  898,  899. 

WILL, 

as  title  deed,  83. 

proof  of,  127,  128. 

registration  of,  in  Middlesex  and  Yorkshire,  365. 

priority  of,  when  registered,  366. 

gift  to  charity  by,  394,  402—404. 

undue  influence,  759. 

of  infant,  790. 

of  married  woman  during  coverture,  821,  831.  832. 

WEITING,  when  necessary,  3,  9,  911.  And  see  Statute  of 
Fkauds  in  this  Lidex,  and  29  Car.  II.  c.  3,  in  Table  of 
Statutes. 

YORKSHIRE, 

registration  in,  365,  929. 

of  vendor's  lien,  927,  928. 

Volume  I.  ends  with  page  663. 
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LAW    BOOKS.— SWEET    AND    MAXWELL,    LIMITED, 


County  Courts. — The  Annual  County 
Courts  Practice ;  coutaiuing  the  Jurisdic- 
tiou  and  Practice  under  the  County 
Courts  Act,  the  Bills  of  Exchange  Act,  and 
the  Employers'  Liability  Act,  and  the 
Statutes  and  Pules  of  Practice.  By  His 
Honour  Judge  Smyly.     2  vols.     25s. 

Covenants. — Covenants  running  with 
Land.     P)V  R.  Cuthbeut  Buown.      10s.  Qd. 

1907. 

Criminal  Law. — Archbold'8  (J.    F.) 

Pleading,  Evidence  and  Practice  in  Criminal 
Cases,  with  the  Statutes  and  Precedents  of 
Indictments.  23rd  Edit.  By  W.  F.  Ckaie.s 
and  G.  Stephex.son.     IZ.  15s.  1905. 

Slew's  Digest  of  Cases  relating  to  Criminal  Law 
to  the  end  of  1897.     25s.  1898. 

Russell  (Sir  W.  0.)  on  Crimes  and  Misde- 
meanours. 6th  Edit.  3  vols.  5l.l5s.6cl.  1896. 

Roscoe's  (H.)  Digest  of  the  Law  of  Evidence  in 
Criminal  Cases.  12th  Edit.  By  A.  P.  Keep. 
IZ.  lis.  6d.  1898. 

Deeds. — Norton  on  Deeds.     Being  a 

2nd  Edit,  of  Elphinstone  on  Deeds.     By 

F.  NoKTO.v,  K.c.     30s.  1906. 

Kelke's  E])itome  of  Rules  for  Interpretation 

of  Deeds.     6s.  1901. 

Dictionary. — Tlie  Judicial  Dictionary, 

or  Interpreter  of  Words  and  Phrases  by  the 
British  Judges  and  Parliament.  By  F. 
Stkoud.     2iid  Edit.     3  vols.     41.  4s. 

1903. 

Dig^est  of  Eng-Iisli  Case  Law  (The). 

— Superseding  and  Consolidating  ali  previous 
Digests  of  the  Reports  down  to  the  end  of 
1897,  including  a  selection  of  Irish  Cases. 
By  John  JiIews,  assisted  by  Nineteen  other 
Barristers-at-Law.     20Z.     1898. 

Continued  annually. 

A    Digest    of   Cases   Overruled,    &c.,    in   the 

Englisli  Courts.     By  W.  A.  G.  Woods  and 

J.  Ritchie.     3  vols.     5/.  5s.  1907 

Divorce.  —  Buowne  &  Powles'  Law 
and  Practice  in  Divorce  and  Matrimonial 
Causes  ;  with  the  Statutes,  Rules,  Fees  and 
Forms.    7th  Edit.    25s.  1905. 

Easements. — Cale  on  Easements.  7th 
Edit.     By  G.  Cave,     25s.  1899. 

Blyth'.s  Epitome  of  the  Law  of  Easements, 
By  T.  T.  Blytu,  Barrister-at-Law.     6s. 

1905. 

Ecclesiastical     Law.  —  Phillimore's 

Ecclesiastical  Law  of  the  Church  of  England. 

By  Sir  Pop.ekt  Phillimoke.         2nd  Edit. 

2  vols.     3Z.  3s.  1895. 

Ejectment. — Williams    (J.    H.)    and 

Yates' (W,B.)  Law  of  Ejectment.  16s.  1894. 
Elections. — Jeli's  Corrupt  and  Illeeal 

Practices  at  Elections.     By  E.  A.  Jelf,  b.a. 

3rd  Edit.     Is.  6d.  190o. 

Employer's   Liability.  —  Dawbarn's 

Employer's  Liability  io  their  Servants  at 
Common  Law  and  under  the  P^mployer's 
Liability  Act,  1880,  and  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Act,  li)06.  3rd  Edit.  15.v.      1907. 

Equity. — White  &  Tudor's  Selection 
of  Leading  Cases  in  Ef]uity,  with  Notes. 
7ih  Edit.  By  T.  Snow  and  W.  F.  Phill- 
roTTs.     2  vols.     3Z.  15s.  1897, 

Kelke's  Epitome  of  Leading  Cases  in  Equity, 
founded  on  White  and  Tudor.     6s.       1901. 


Evidence. — Taylor's  (Pitt)  Treatise 
on  the  Law  of  Evidence,  as  adminhstered  in 
England  and  Ireland.  10th  Edit.  By  W.  E, 
Hume-William.s,  K.c,      In  2  vols.     3Z.  3s. 

1906. 
Best's  Principles  of  Evidence.    10th  Edit.  By 
J.  M.  Lely.     25s.  1906. 

Cockle"s  Leading  (.'ases  on  the  Law  of  Evi- 
dence. By  E.  Cockle.  7.«.  6d.  1907. 
Executors.  —  Williams'  (Sir  E.  V. 
and  A.  R.  Ingpen).  Treatise  on  the  Law 
of  Executors  and  Administrators.  10th 
Edit.     4Z.                                                   1905. 

Forms  and  Tables. — Kouse's  Prac- 
tical Man.  17th  Edit.  Giving  many  extra 
Instructions,  Forms,  Rules  and  Tables.  By 
E.  E.  H.  BiiiOH.     10s.  6d.  1900. 

Chitty's  Forms  of  Proceedings  in  the  King's 
Bench  Division,  and  on  appeal  therefrom. 
13th  Edit.     36s.  1902. 

Fraud. — Kerr's  Treatise  on  the  Law  of 
Fraud  and  Mistake.  3rd  Edit.  By  S.  E. 
Williams.     25s.  1902. 

Horses. — Oliphant's  Law  of,  including 
the  Law  of  Innkeepers,  Veterinary  Surgeons, 
&c.,  and  of  Hunting,  Racing,  Wagers  and 
Gaming.  5th  Edit.  By  Clement  Elphin- 
stone Lloyd.     21s.  1896. 

Husband  and  Wife. — Macqueex  on 

Husband  and  Wife.  The  rights  and 
liabilities  of  Husband  and  Wife.  4th  Edit. 
By  Wyatt  Paine.     25s.  1905, 

Injunctions. — Kerr  on  the  Law  and 
Practice  of  Injunctions.  4th  Edit.  By 
E.  P.  Hewitt,  S.  E.  Williams,  and  J.  M, 
Patersox.     35s.  1903. 

Interpleader. — Law  and  Practice  of 
Interpleader  in  the  High  Court  and  County 
Courts.  With  Forms,  &c.  By  M.  Cababe. 
3rd  Edit.     6s.  1900, 

Justices. — Wigram's  Justices'  Note 
Book.     8th  Edit.     7s.  6d.  1908. 

Landlord  and  Tenant. — Wood  fall's 

Law  of  Landlord  and  Tenant.  18th  Edit.  By 
J.M.Lkly&W.  HanbuuyAggs.  38s,    1908. 

Leading"     Cases.  —  Smith's     Leading 

Cases.  llthEd.  ByT.W.CuiTTY,H.  Chitty 

and  J.  Hekbep.t  Williams.  3Z.  10s.     190.", 

Fifteen  Decisive  Battles  of  the  Law.    By  E.  A. 

Jelf.     3s.  (td.  1903. 

Licensing". — Licensing  LaAv.— So  far 
as  it  relates  to  the  Sale  of  Intoxicating 
Liquors,  Theatres,  Dancing,  etc.  By  R.  M. 
Montgomery.  3rd  Edit.  12s.  6d.  1905. 
Talbot's  Law  and  Practice  of  Licensing. 
Being  a  Dige.st  of  the  Law  regulating  the 
Sale  by  lietail  of  Intoxicating  Liquors, 
with  a  full  Appendix  of  the  Statutes  and 
Forms.  Bv  George  John  Talbot,  Bar- 
rister-at-Law.    2nd  Edit.     10s.  6d.      1905. 

Local  Government.  —  Wright  and 
Hobhou.sk's  Outlines  of  Local  Government 
and  Local  Taxation.  3rd  Edit.  By  the 
Rt.  Hon.  Henry  Hobhouse  and  E.  L. 
Fanshawe.     7.S-.  6(Z.  1906. 

Master  and  Servant.— Smith's  Law 

of  blaster  and  Servant,  including  therein 
Masters  and  Workmen  in  ever}'  de.scription  of 
Trade  and  Occupation.  6th  t^dit.  30s.  1905. 
Maxims. — Broom's  (L>r.)  Selection  of 
Legal  IMaxims.  Cla.ssified  and  lUu.etrated.  7th 
Ed.     By  H.  F.  Manistt  and  H.  Chitty. 

28s.     1900. 


Mercantile    Law.  —  Smith's.      Com- 

])eiKiiuiii  of  Mercantile   Law.     Bv  E.  Lurts 


3,   CHANCERY   LANP;    LO 

Receivei-a. 


DE    Haut   and 

2  vols.     21.  2s, 


K.  I.  SiMEY.  ■  mil 


Edit. 
1905. 


Merchant  Shipping. — A  Treatise  on 
tlie  Ijaw  of  Alerehaiit  .Shipping.  4th  Edit. 
By  David  Ma(;la(HI,an,  m.a.  21.  2s.  1892. 
Mahsdkn's  Digest  of  Cases  relating  to 
Shipping,  Adiniialt}',  and  ilarine  Insurance 
to  the  end  of  1897.     30s.  1899. 

Mining". — MacSwixney  (R.    F.)   on  the 

Lnw  of  Mine.s,  Minerals  and  Quarries.  3rd 
Edit.     21.  2s.  1907. 

Mortgages. — Coote's  Treatise  on  the 

Law  ot  Mortgages.    7th  Edit.    3^.  '3s.    1904. 

Municipal    Corporations. — Rawlix- 

.son's  jMuniei[ial  Corporations  Acts.  9lh 
Edit.  By  J.  F.  P.  Kawlin^on,  k.c,  and 
J.  A.  J0HN.STON.     21.  2s.  1903. 

Nisi  Prius. — Roscoe's  (H.)  Digest  of  the 

Law  of  Nisi  Prius  Evidence.'  ISth  Edit. 
2  vols.     21.  2s.  1907. 

Partnership. — Lixdley'S  Treatise  on 
the  law  of  Partuer.ship.  7tli  Edit.  By 
Judge  LiNDLEY.     38s.  1905. 

Patents. — Terrell's  Law  and  Practice 

relating  to  Letters  Patent  for  Inventions. 
4tli  Edit.     30^'.  1906. 

Personal  Property. — Goodeves  Mo- 
dem Law  of  Personal  Property.  4th  Edit. 
By  J.  Herbert  Williams.     18s.  1904. 

Kelke's  Epitome  of  Personal  Property  Law. 
2nd  Edit.      6s.  1905. 

W1LLIAM.S'  (Joshua)  Principles  of  the  Law  of 
Personal  Property.     16th  Edit.    21s.     1906. 

Pleading.  —  Bullex      and     Leake's 

Precedents  of  Pleadings  in  Actions  in  the 
King's  Bench  Division  of  the  High  Court  of 
Justice.  With  Notes  and  Rules  relating  to 
Pleaiiing.  6th  Edit.  Bv  C.  DoDD,  K.C  , 
and  T.  WiLLEs  Chitty.    38s.  1905. 

Practice.  —  Stringer's  ABC  Guide 
to  the  Practice  of  the  Supreme  Court. 

5s.  net. 

Prescription. — Carson's    Prescription 

and  Custom.     By  T.  H.  Carson,  k.c.     6.!?. 

1907. 

Privy  Council. — Practice  of  the  Privy 
Council  on  Appeals  from  British  and 
Colovual  Courts.  With  Forms  and  Prece- 
dents. By  F.  Stafford  and  G.  AVheeler. 
21.  10s.  '     1901. 

Probate. — Powles  and  Oakley  on  the 
Law  and  Practice  relating  to  Probate  and 
Administration.  4th  Edit.  By  L.  D. 
Powles,  W.  M.  F.  Watekton,  and  E.  L. 
Mansbridge.     30s.  1906. 

Real  Property. — Williams'  Principles 

of  the  Law   of  Real  Property.     20th  Edit. 

By  T.  C.  Williams.^   21s.  1906. 

Goodeve's    Modern    Law  of    Real   Property. 

5th  Edit.     By   Sir  H.   W.  Elphinstone. 

21s.  "  1906. 

An  Epitome  of  Real  Property  Law,  for  the  Use 

of  Stude-nts.     By  W.  H.  Hastings  Kelke, 

U.a.     4th  Edit.     6s.  1907. 

CAisoN's*R,eal  Property  Statutes.     10th  Edit. 

Bj^  T.  H.  Carson,   k.c,  assisted  by  H.  B. 

BoMi'AS.     35.<.  '     1902. 


as  to  Receivers  appointed  by  tlie  Court  01 
Chancery.  5tli  Edit.  By  W.  Donalkson 
Ruvij.n's,  k.c.     10s.  1905. 

Registration.  —  Moloney's  Registra- 
tion of  Voters.  By  M.  Molonkv,  Revising 
Barrister.     2nd  Edit.     7s:  dd.  1907. 

Restraint  of  Trade.— Matthews  and 

Adi.ki:.  Law  relating  to  Covenants  iu 
Keslraint  of  Trade.   2iid  Edit.     7.v.  6'/.    1907. 

Roman  Law. — Kelke's  Epitome  of 
Roman  Law.     6s.  1901. 

Sale.^ljENJAMiN's  (J.  p.)  Treatise  on 
the  Law  of  Sale  of  Personal  Property,  with 
reference  to  the  American  Decisions  and  the 
Frencii  Code  and  Civil  Law.  5th  Edit.  By 
W.  K.  A.  Iver  and  A.  R.  Bl'tterwouth. 
2/.  2s,  1906. 

Sheriff  Law.— Mather's  (P.  K.) 
SheriH'  and  E.xecution  Law.     2nd  Edit.    30s. 

1903. 

Solicitors. — Atkinson    on    Solicitors' 

Liens  and  Charging  Orders,  including  all 
the  Cases,  Forms  of  Summonses,  Notices 
of  Motion  and  other  Procedure.  By  F.  W . 
Atkinson,  ll.d.     7s.  del.  net.  1905. 

Statutes. — Chitty's  Statutes  of  Practi- 
cal Utility.  New  Edit.  By  J.  M.  Lely. 
Magna  Charta  to  1901.  14  vols.  15/.  15s. 
Continued  by  Annual  Supplements. 
Maxwell  on  the  Interpretation  of  Statutes. 
4th  Edit.     25s.  1905. 

Support  and   Subsidence.— Banks. 

A  Treatise  on  the  Law  of  Support  for  Land, 
Buildings,  and  Public  Works.  By  G.  Banks. 
12s.  1894. 

Title. — Hints  as  to  Advising  on  Title. 
4th  Edit.    By  W.  H.  Cover.     9s.       1905. 

Torts.— The  Law  of  Torts.     By  J.    F. 

Clerk  and  W.  H.  B.  Lindsell.     4th  E<lit. 

By  Wyatt  Paine.     30s.  1906. 

Fra.seu's  Com[iendiuui  of  the  Law  of  Torts. 

5tli  Edit.     8s.  1902. 

Trade  Marks. — A  Treatise  on  the 
Law  of  'i'rade  Marks,  Trade  -  Name,  and 
Merchandise   Marks.     By    D.    M.    Kerly. 

2ud  Edit.   35s.   With  Supplement.    1901-6. 

Trade  Unions. — Trade  Union  Law  and 
Cases.  2nd  Edit.  By  H.  Cohen  and  G. 
Howell.     6s.  net.  1907. 

Trusts. — Lewin's  (Thomas)  Practical 
Treatise  on  the  Law  of  Trusts.  10th  Edit. 
21.  2s.  1898. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser. — Law  re- 
lating to  Vendors  and  Purchasers  of  Peal 
Estate  ami  Chattels  Real.  By  T.  Cypjman 
Williams.      2  vols.     21.  5s.  1906. 

Waters.  Law  of  Waters,  Sea,  Tidal, 
and  Inland.  By  H.  J.  W.  Coulson  and 
U.  A.  Forbes.     2nd  Edit.     3os.  1902. 

Wills.— Jarman's  (T.)  Treatise  on  Wills. 

5th  Edit.     2  vols.     31.  10s.  1893. 

Hayes  (W.)  and  Jarman's  (T.)  Concise  Form 

of  Wills  ;  with  Practical  Notes.     12th  Edit. 

By  J.  B.  JIatthews.     21s.  ISOo. 

Workmen's    Compensation.  —  See 

Employer's  I  lability. 


